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Describe
the
content
of
the
existing
legislation/regulation
framework
available
at
each
level
of
government
(Federal,
State,
Special
Purpose
District,
County
and
Municipal)
for
controlling
the
nonpoint
discharges
of
sediments,
nutrients,
pesticides,
and
chemicals
associated
with
the
following land use categories:
Priority Rating ,
(3)
Urban
Areas
H
(b)
Transportation
Corridors
M
(c)
Extractive
Operations
L
(d)
Agriculture
H
(e)
Recreational
Areas
L
(f)
Forested
Areas
L
(g)
Liquid,
Solid
and
Deepwell
Disposal
Areas
H
(h)
Shoreline
Landfilling
Activities
M
(i)
Lakeshore
and
Riverbank
Erosion
L
Special
reference
should
be
made
to
the
provisions
made
at
the
local
level
for
controlling
these
potential
diffuse
sources
of
pollution.
Describe
the
extent
of
the
regulatory
power,
the
commitment
to
develop
and
undertake
programs
and
the
degree
of
enforcement
practiced
at
each
of
the
specified
levels
of
government
relative
to
pollution
from
land
use
activities.
Identify
other
relevant
government
and
non—governmental
programs
and
policies
which
would
have
an
indirect
bearing
on
the
control
of
pollution
from
land
use
activities
(i.e.,
sediments,
nutrients,
pesticides
and
chemicals).
Identify
those
land
use
categories
for
which
the
four
major
pollutants
(sediments,
nutrients,
pesticides
and
chemicals)
are
least
controlled.
In
terms
of
the
present
jurisdictional
framework(i.e.,
State
and
County),
outline
what
possibilities
for
future
action
are
available
to
each
level
of
government.
This
would
include
an
analysis
of
the
constitutional
limitations
operating
at
each
level
of
government
and
the
potential
of
the
existing
legislative/regulatory
framework
for
controlling
non-point
sources
of
pollution.
Describe
the
alternatives
for
the
future
evolution
of
this
legislative/
regulatory
framework
basedon
discussions
with
those
persons
actively
working
with the present framework
Coordination
between
the
Canadian
contractors
and
the
United
States
to
develop
a
standardized
format
for
comparing
the
legislative
and
regulatory
approaches
‘
taken in each country.
To
achieve
these
tasks,
reports
on
the
controls
in
each
of
the
eight
U.S.
Great
Lakes
States,
the
Federal
government,
and
a
comparison
of
the
controls
between
states
within
the
framework
of
the
Federal
program
are
analyzed.
a
summary
of
each
of
these
reports.
for additional details.
This report presents
The reader is referred to the individual reports
  
 CHAPTER 2 ‘
DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY
GENERAL
This Chapter presents the definitions of the land use activities, the
control components studied and a summary of the methodology used to compile
this study. The land use activities for which centrals are studies are those
that PLUARG has found may cause nonpoint pollution, they arepresented in
priority of concern as identified by PLUARG. The control components are
compatible with those used in the legislative report for the Canadian side of
the Great Lakes Basin. The methodology is divided into three steps——data
collection, analysis, andevaluation and identification of future actions-—
for each state and the federal government. These studies become the basis for
the comparison of centrals and their implementation, within the basin.
LAND USE ACTIVITIES
The Reference Group hasidentified the land use activities which may con-
tribute to pollution. The activities are grouped into land use categories,
where the priority of concern is identified.1
(1) Urban Areas -— high priority. This category has two land use activities -—
site runoff from construction activities and stormwater runoff. These areas
are the densely settled, built—up areas generally includingthose economic
activities requiring the concentration of firms and the work force.
(2) Agriculture -— high priority. This category has five landuse activities ——
application of pesticides, application of fertilizers, feedlot operations,
erosion from general farm practices, and drainage. An agricultural area is
defined as those lands including structures actively committed to the pro—
duction of food and fibre.
(3) Liquid, Solid and Deepwell Waste Disposal Areas —— high priority. There are
three land use activities —— solid waste disposal, liquid sludge disposal
and deepwell disposal. This category includes those areas used for landfills,
land application of wastewater effluents and the injecting of wastes into
subsurface geological formations.
(4) Transportation Corridors —- medium priority. One land use activity is
considered —— runoff from construction, maintenance and use of transportation
facilities. These facilities include highways and roads, airports, railroads,
and utility corridors.
 
  
(6)
(7)
(8)
 
 
  Shoreline Landfilling Activities -— medium priority. This category has two
land use activities —— land or construction excavations and dredging. There
is no definition as to the distance from the water's edge in which controls
should be enforced.
Extractive Operations —- low priority. Three land use activities have been
identified —— pits and quarries, mining, and the disposal of brines from
oil and gas operations. The land areas covered are those taken by the
removal and primary processing of materials from either bedrock or surface
deposits.
Recreation Areas -- low priority. Three land use activites have been
identified -— runoff related to specific recreational activities, pesticide
use and private waste disposal. This category includes public and private
lands designated for recreational use.
Forested Areas -- low priority. Four land use activities have been identified
as sources of pollution -— timber production,woodland grazing, wildlife
management and recreation.
CONTROL COMPONENTS
Research by the contractor and the Canadian contractors has identified six
control components which can be applied in different combinations and to different
degrees in controlling land use activities which have the potential of causing
nonpoint pollution in a specific area.
PC -
P.—
OS -
   
The components identified are:
Direct Pollution Control —- where a specific activity is controlled by law
ore regulation through prevention or reactive means. Preventive control
is where a proposed or continuing activity must receive approval from a
designated agency prior to the implementation, or at periodic intervals.
Reactive control is where an activity may proceed without prior approval,
but is subject to control retroactivity if standards are violated. An
example of a preventive control is requiring a permit for activities
within a specific distance from a lake or stream. A reactive control is
the fining of a governmental highway department for a fish kill that resulted
from inadequate control of runoff from a road construction project.
 
Planning —— where a plan of a specific activity must be submitted prior to
implementation of the activity, or where a local or State agency develops
a general or specific plan, including water quality considerations, which
must be followed in approving and/or implementing specific actions. Examples
of this would be a site plan showing the stormwater and site runoff control
measures to be employed during and after development and a comprehensive
land use plan for a locality.
implemented for
on controlling
is the review and
the landfill does
Indirect Control —— where an act or regulation has been
another major purpose, but will have an indirect impact
nonpoint pollution. An example of this type of control
licensing of sanitary landfilloperators to insure that
not become a health hazard.
  
NS — Non—Statutory Control —— programs that are not in direct response to a
 
legislative mandate, but which are designed to reduce pollution. This
includes educational and citizen participation programs and technical
assistance provided to various client groups. An example is the soil
conservation courses of an agricultural extensionagent or a State agency
assisting a locality in developing a comprehensive plan.
MP - Management of Public Lands —— the guidelines adopted by a public agency
on how it will maintain the lands that it owns. This also includes
how the agency views its responsibilities in responding to the controls
of other public agencies. An example is the practive of right—of-way
maintenance practiced by a department of transportation and its response
to sedimentation controls imp sed by a pollution control agency.
F — Fiscal Incentives or Disincentives -- where public agencies provide
monetary incentives to other public agencies or private groups or indivi—
duals to assist in the implementation of pollution abatement programs.
A disincentive is where costs are imposed without assistance or an activity
requires payment of an additional tax. An example of an incentive is the
agricultural cost sharing program, while a disincentive is the higher
taxing of an individual who does not provide adequate drainageon his land.
METHODOLOGY
The methodology used in completing this study is made up of the following
components:
0 Inventory of legislation based on literature review and expansion
and refinement by PLUARG and Great Lakes Basin Commission officials
and/or staff
0 Development of a series of reports, one for each state and the
federal government. These are based on the inventory and inter-
views of federal, state and local officials. They present the
organizational and legislative frameworks and the program
implementation.
0
A c
omp
ari
son
of
sta
te
aut
hor
ity
wit
hin
the
fed
era
l f
ram
ewo
rk
is developed.
0 A summary of the study is prepared.
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pages cired.
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 URBAN AREAS
Construction Site Runoff
The
onl
y d
ire
ct
inv
olv
eme
nt
wit
h c
ons
tru
cti
on
sit
e r
uno
ff
by
the
Fed
era
l g
ove
rnm
ent
is
the
Wat
er
Qua
lit
y M
ana
gem
ent
Pla
n r
equ
ire
men
t o
f
Sec
tio
n 2
08
of
the
197
2 W
ate
r P
oll
uti
on
Con
tro
l A
ct
as
ame
nde
d b
y t
he
Cle
an
Wat
er
Act
of
197
7,
whi
ch
is
to
be
adm
ini
ste
red
by
the
Env
iro
nme
nta
l
Pro
tec
tio
n A
gen
cy.
Und
er
the
Act
, d
esi
gna
ted
are
a a
nd
sta
tew
ide
pla
nni
ng
age
nci
es
are
req
uir
ed
to
dev
elo
p a
nd
imp
lem
ent
con
tro
ls
ove
r c
ons
tru
cti
on
sit
e r
uno
ff
as
par
t o
f t
hei
r P
lan
t.
The
Pla
n m
ust
ide
nti
fy
man
age
men
t
age
ncy
(ie
s)
cap
abl
e o
f i
mpl
eme
nti
ng
the
pla
n a
nd
pro
vid
e f
und
ing
.
EPA
doe
s
not
ant
ici
pat
e t
hat
fed
era
l f
und
ing
for
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
wil
l b
e a
vai
lab
le.
Cur
ren
tly
,
the
pla
ns
are
in.
the
dev
elo
pme
nt
pha
se
wit
h a
ll
pla
ns
req
uir
ed
to be completed by November 1978.
Add
iti
ona
l f
ede
ral
inv
olv
eme
nt
is
thr
oug
h t
he
U.S.
Dep
art
men
t o
f
Agr
icu
ltu
re,
Soi
l C
ons
erv
ati
on
Ser
vic
e,
wor
kin
g t
hro
ugh
loc
al
soi
l c
ons
er-
vat
ion
dis
tri
cts
, w
hic
h p
rov
ide
s t
ech
nic
al
ass
ist
anc
e t
o l
oca
lit
ies
and
ind
ivi
dua
ls
to
hel
p d
eve
lop
and
imp
lem
ent
con
ser
vat
ion
pla
ns
whi
ch
wil
l
reduce sedimentation from construction activities.
Ind
ire
ct
con
tro
l i
s p
rov
ide
d t
hro
ugh
the
Dep
art
men
t o
f H
ous
ing
and
Ruba
n De
velo
pmen
t's
(DHU
D)
701
plan
ning
prog
ram
whic
h ha
s pr
ovid
ed f
unds
for
a n
umb
er
of
yea
rs
to
reg
ion
al
pla
nni
ng
age
nci
es
for
the
dev
elo
pme
nt
of
comp
rehe
nsiv
e an
d sp
ecif
ic l
and
use
plan
s.
In t
he d
evel
opme
nt o
f th
ese
plan
s,
the
loca
l pl
anne
rs c
an a
ddre
ss s
edim
enta
tion
prob
lems
and
deve
lop
plan
s th
at w
ill
limi
t or
proh
ibit
deve
lopm
ent
in s
ensi
tive
area
s wh
ere
a
high degree of erosion is likely to take place.
DHU
D a
lso
adm
ini
ste
rs
the
Fed
era
l F
loo
d C
ont
rol
Act
, w
hic
h r
equ
ire
s
the
deve
lopm
ent
of f
lood
cont
rol
plan
s, w
ith
fede
ral
and
loca
l of
fici
als,
to p
lace
rest
rict
ions
on d
evel
opme
nt i
n th
e fl
ood
plai
n of
any
stre
am t
hat
rece
ives
floo
d co
ntro
l as
sist
ance
. T
hus,
this
is a
n in
dire
ct c
ontr
ol o
n
sedimentation resulting from construction site activities.
The
cont
rol
of s
edim
ent
runo
ff f
rom
cons
truc
tion
site
s ha
s tr
adit
ion-
ally
been
the
resp
onsi
bili
ty o
f lo
cal
gove
rnme
nts
in a
ll G
reat
Lake
s Ba
sin
states. As a result, not all states have statewide controls* or have
deve
lope
d st
ate
and
loca
l co
oper
ativ
e ar
rang
emen
ts t
o co
ntro
l co
nstr
ucti
on
site
runo
ff.
Cont
rol
of a
ny c
onst
ruct
ion
site
acti
viti
es a
t th
e lo
cal
leve
l
is accomplished through ordinanced authorized through general enabling
powers. This is a direct control and is usually implemented through the
plan approvals required before the issuance of a building permit. All
stat
es h
ave
prov
ided
loca
l go
vern
ment
with
zoni
ng a
nd s
ubdi
visi
on c
ontr
ol
powe
rs,
whic
h al
low
for
envi
ronm
enta
lly—
orie
nted
revi
ews
of c
onst
ruct
ion
acti
viti
es.
Widl
a fe
w ex
cept
ions
, mo
st
loca
l ju
risd
icat
ions
do n
ot r
evie
w
zoning and subdivision applications from an environmental standpoint.
*
See
Appe
ndix
A Al
tern
ativ
e Pr
ovis
ions
for
Use
With
the
Mode
l St
ate
Act
for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control
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 Soil conservation districts in all the Great Lakes Basin states provide
soils information and practice standards and specifications to municipalities
and developers to control sediment from construction sites. In addition,
the districts assist municipalities in the development of sediment control
ordinances.
Construction site runoff is not one of the land use activities analyzed
for the state of Illinois.
In Indiana, there is no statewide regulatory sediment control program
for construction site runoff.
Currently, a bill is before the State legislature, known as the Soil
Erosion Sediment Control Act, that provides authority for the control of
cons
truc
tion
acti
viti
es.
This
bill
call
s fo
r:
(l)
the
esta
blis
hmen
t of
a
comp
rehe
nsiv
e er
osio
n an
d se
dime
nt c
ontr
ol p
rogr
am,
(2)
the
deve
lopm
ent
of
guidelines which would set forth erosion and sediment control practices,
and
(3)
spec
ific
atio
ns w
hich
, wh
en p
rope
rly
appl
ied,
will
redu
ce s
oil
loss
.
The
bill
requ
ires
plan
appr
oval
befo
re a
ny l
and
dist
urbi
ng a
ctiv
ity
can
comm
ence
.
The
exis
ting
Stat
e So
il a
nd W
ater
Cons
erva
tion
Comm
itte
e an
d th
e
local SWCD's would be responsible for implementing this Act.
Cur
ren
tly
in
Ind
ian
a,
how
eve
r,
the
re
are
sev
era
l a
uth
ori
tie
s w
hic
h
pro
vid
e g
ene
ral
pow
ers
to
con
tro
l t
o C
oun
ty
Dra
ina
ge
Boa
rds
, M
etr
opo
lit
an
and
Are
a P
lan
Com
mis
sio
ns
and
cit
ies
, t
own
s a
nd
cou
ntr
ies
.
All
of
the
se
gov
ern
men
tal
uni
ts
foc
us
the
ir
eff
ort
s o
n p
rob
lem
s o
the
r t
han
str
ict
wat
er
qua
lit
y c
onc
ern
s.
As
a r
esu
lt,
act
ion
s t
ake
n b
y t
hes
e a
gen
cie
s o
nly
hav
e
an
ind
ire
ct
imp
act
on
pol
lut
ion
cau
sed
by
sit
e r
uno
ff.
At
the
sta
te
lev
el,
the
Nat
ura
l R
eso
urc
es
Com
mis
sio
n h
as
the
aut
hor
ity
to
reg
ula
te
con
str
uct
ion
act
ivi
tie
s i
n f
loo
dwa
ys
by
vir
tue
of
its
aut
hor
ity
to
iss
ue
per
mit
s
for
con
str
uct
ion
in
flo
odw
ays
or
on
the
sho
rel
ine
of
lak
es.
In
Mic
hig
an,
und
er
the
Soi
l E
ros
ion
and
Sed
ime
nt
Con
tro
l A
ct,
the
Depa
rtme
nt o
f Na
tura
l Re
sour
ces
has
the
auth
orit
y to
cont
rol
all
majo
r ea
rth
mov
ing
act
ivi
tie
s e
xce
pt
tho
se
dea
lin
g w
ith
log
gin
g a
nd
min
ing
.
Aft
er
197
9
agr
icu
ltu
ral
act
ivi
tie
s,
exc
ept
plo
win
g a
nd
til
lin
g,
wil
l b
e s
ubj
ect
to
con
tro
l.
A m
ajo
r e
art
h m
ovi
ng
act
ivi
ty
is
def
ine
d a
s a
pro
jec
t t
hat
dis
tur
bs
one
or
mor
e a
cre
s o
f l
and
, o
r i
s w
ith
in
500
fee
t o
f a
wat
erw
ay.
Loc
al
gov
ern
men
ts
are
res
pon
sib
le
for
dev
elo
pin
g
and
enf
orc
ing
loc
al
soi
l e
ros
ion
and
sed
ime
nt
con
tro
l p
rog
ram
s a
nd
des
ign
ate
loc
al
enf
orc
eme
nt
age
nci
es
whi
ch
mus
t
hav
e
the
ir
soi
l
ero
sio
n
con
tro
l
pro
gra
m a
ppr
ove
d
by
the
sta
te.
Any
pub
lic
or
pri
vat
e
org
ani
zat
ion
or
ind
ivi
dua
l w
ho
eng
age
s
in
a
maj
or
ear
th
cha
nge
mus
t
obt
ain
a p
erm
it
fro
m
the
loc
al
enf
orc
eme
nt
age
ncy
.
A p
ubl
ic
age
ncy
may
bec
ome
an
aut
hor
ize
d
pub
lic
age
ncy
and
con
tro
l
its
own
activities.
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 Local enforcement agencies can either approve or disapprove a plan. They
are responsible for the on-site monitoring of construction activities to
ensure that practices described in the approved plan are being utilized.
There are 396 local enforcement agencies attempting to carry out the require—
ments of the Act, with the degree of enforcement varying betweenagencies.
In Minnesota, the state has no direct controls on construction site
runoff. In cases where specific degradation of surface waters violate
general water quality standards, abatement of sedimentation can be enforced
by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.
Local jurisdictions in Minnesota can control construction site activities
through powers provided in their general enabling legislation. Few localities
have taken the initiative to adopt control measures.
Like Indiana and Minnesota, New York has no statewide regulatory sediment
control programs for construction sites. Only in cases where specific
degradation violates general water quality standards or for construction
activities within 100 feet of a lake or stream can the Department of Envi—
ronmental Conservation (DEC) control construction activities. Environmental
impact statements are required for most construction activities.
Localities may control construction site runoff in New York through the
adoption of ordinances that regulate land uses and types of structures.
More specifically, local government has the authority to adopt ordinances
that require erosion and sediment control plans for land disturbing activi-
ties in their subdivision control plans. Subdivision control and land
development ordinances are enforced through building permits. Some muni—
cipalities have guidelines and/or ordinances directed at controlling
construction activities.
In Ohio, 1971 legislation required the Division of Soil District and
Water, Department of Natural Resources and two Advisory Boards, to develop
an agricultural and urban sedimentation control program. To date, legisla-
tion that would authorize such a program has been developed and submitted
to the Ohio General Assembly for approval. The proposed legislation will
provide county commissions and municipalities with the authority to adopt
rules requiring best management practices to control the rate of runoff.
The Chief of the Division of Soil and Water Districts is required to develop
standards and regulations and to enforce them in counties and municipalities
which do not have urbansediment pollution abatement programs meeting state :
standards.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources (DER) has
the authority to control construction site runoff under the Clean Streams
Act. The department is responsible for adopting and implementing regula—
tions and a program to control erosion and sedimentation. Under current
16
 rules, a plan must be developed for every earth moving activity. According
to state officials, insufficient financial resources are allocated to DER
to administer the permit program. Consequently, limited staff are assigned
to this program which weakens enforcement of the program.
In Wisconsin, localities have the authority to control construction
activities through their powers to enact and enforce zoning ordinances,
subdivision regulations, building and sanitary codes and to adopt a develop-
ment
plan
. F
ew m
unic
ipal
itie
s ha
ve t
aken
step
s to
pass
ordi
nanc
es t
hat
would control construction site runoff. The few localities which have enforce-
ment powers lack financial resources to implement the program.
Ther
e ar
e al
so t
wo s
peci
al p
urpo
se
dist
rict
s in
Wisc
onsi
n wh
ich
have
the
auth
orit
y to
cont
rol
cons
truc
tion
site
eros
ion.
They
are
the
Inla
nd
Lake
Prot
ecti
on D
istr
icts
and
Soil
and
Wate
r Co
nser
vati
on D
istr
icts
.
Inla
nd L
ake
Prot
ecti
on D
istr
icts
, t
hrou
gh t
he I
nlan
d La
ke P
rote
ctio
n Pr
o—
gra
m,
hav
e a
lre
ady
foc
use
d t
hei
r a
tte
nti
on
on
sed
ime
nt
run
off
pro
ble
ms.
The
Dis
tri
cts
are
est
abl
ish
ed
to
pla
n,
ado
pt
and
car
ry
out
lak
e p
rot
ect
ion
and
reh
abi
lit
ati
on
pro
jec
ts.
The
y d
o n
ot
hav
e t
he
pow
er
to
ena
ct
zon
ing
or
lak
e u
se
ord
ina
nce
s.
The
Dis
tri
cts
rec
eiv
e t
ech
nic
al
ass
ist
anc
e f
rom
the
sta
te
to
dev
elo
p
ind
ivi
dua
l s
edi
men
t c
ont
rol
pro
gra
ms.
The
imp
act
of
their program remains to be seen.
Soi
l a
nd
Wat
er
Con
ser
vat
ion
Dis
tri
cts
(SW
CD)
can
dir
ect
ly
con
tro
l
con
str
uct
ion
sit
e r
uno
ff
thr
oug
h l
and
use
reg
ula
tio
ns.
Onl
y o
ne
of
the
SWC
D's
in
Wis
con
sin
has
ado
pte
d l
and
use
con
tro
ls.
The
y
can
als
o
aid
in
reg
ula
tin
g
run
off
by
ass
ist
ing
cit
ies
and
vil
lag
es
in
dev
elo
pin
g
con
ser
va-
tio
n a
nd
com
pre
hen
siv
e p
lan
s,
and
pro
vid
ing
inf
orm
ati
on
and
tec
hni
cal
ass
ist
anc
e.
The
Was
hin
gto
n C
oun
ty
Pro
jec
t
fun
ded
as
a G
rea
t L
ake
s D
emo
n-
st
ra
ti
on
gr
an
t
ad
dr
es
se
s
ru
no
ff
pr
ob
le
ms
.
On
e
of
th
e
re
co
mm
en
da
ti
on
s
gr
ow
in
g
ou
t
of
th
e
pr
oj
ec
t
wi
ll
be
mo
de
l
le
gi
sl
at
io
n
wh
ic
h
wi
ll
cr
ea
te
an
eas
ier
pro
ces
s o
f a
dop
tin
g c
ont
rol
s b
y S
oil
and
Wat
er
Con
ser
vat
ion
Districts. '
Wis
con
sin
's
Sho
rel
and
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Stormwater Runoff
The control of stormwater runoff must be looked at from two different
viewpoints: (l) nonstructural, which is an attempt to reduce the amount of
runoff and/or pollutions that ultimately end up ina collection system, and
(2) structural, which is the treatment of the water that is collected.
The responsibility for control of stormwater runoff is traditionally
a local one with no states having control programs. Local activities to
date have primarily been to construct collection facilities, originally
combining stormwater with sanitary sewage but, more recently, placing
emphasis on separating stormwater from sanitary sewage. Also, in recent
years, some localities have required stormwater management measures in new
developments through zoning and subdivision ordinances. This has led to
the development of retention ponds and the use of other devices to reduce
the amount of stormwater or to mitigate its pollution effect. All state
and local jurisdictions are awaiting the completion of the current Water
Quality Management Plans before they take any additional action.
The federal government has no direct control over urban stormwater
runoff. The Water Quality Management Planning Program requires that state
and local governments develop solutions to their stormwater runoff problems.
These solutions must be a combination of structural and nonstructural.
Federal flood control requirements also have an impact on stormwater runoff.
In Illinois, the Chicago Metropolitan Sanitary District has recommended
a plan for intercepting a majority of stormwater outfalls, and significantly
reducing the impact of stormwater runoff in Lake Michigan. State and
federal officials are currently reviewing this plan.
In Indiana, local jurisdictions have the authority to control
stormwater runoff through their zoning and subdivision authority and the
local responsibility to provide public services. Certain special districts
have authority to construct stormwater control facilities. At the state
level, the Department of Natural Resources and the Board of Health are
trying to define and develop technical solutions. Unfortunately, because
of limited amount of technical knowledge and/or implementation funds, the
state and local jurisdictions have been unable to develop effective control
measures.
In Michigan, local jurisdictions have the authority to control
stormwater runoff through their zoning powers, subdivision requirements,
and their responsibility to provide public services.
However, these
1
authorities have not been effectively used as a control measure for pollution
from urban stormwater runoff in Michigan.
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 Various state and local agencies have the authority through the
Michigan Subdivision Control Act to approve the subdivision of land. This
authority may be used as an indirect method to review development plans
to insure proper stormwater control. The use of this Act for this purpose
varies from agency to agency. In addition, the Michigan Drain Code gives
the County Drain Commission authority to control stormwater runoff.
In Minnesota, stormwater runoff is regulated by municipalities, towns,
and/or regional sanitary sewer districts through their responsibility to
build and operate public works which include drains and ditches. Few
localities have attempted to address stormwater runoff.
In New York, the State has authority to issue permits for combined
sewers. Funding for construction of combined sewer systems is not available
at the State level unless it can be shown that combined sewers are more
cost-effective than a separate system. Due to the small amount of infor-
mation available to the Contractor, the degree to which local jurisdictions
are involved in stormwater control in New York cannot be determined. Local
jurisdictions have the authority to control and effect stormwater runoff
through their zoning powers, and subdivision requirements, and their re—
sponsibility to provide public services.
In Ohio, municipalities and sewer districts have the authority to
control stormwater runoff. In certain municipalities a separate depart—
ment is established to manage and supervise all public works. Each
municipality is responsible for planning and constructing sanitary and
storm sewer systems.
Local jurisdictions have zoning powers and subdivision requirements
which provide them with the authority to control stormwater runoff. As
in all Great Lakes states, technical solutions to stormwater runoff problems
are in the process of being developed. Until the technical solutions
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AGRICULTURE
Pesticides
Federal acts which have an impact on the use of pesticides from a
water quality standpoint are the Federal Environmental Pesticide Control
Act of 1972, controlling the use of pesticides, and the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), controlling the manufacture,
sale, and transportation of pesticides.
Under FIFRA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is given the
authority to classify pesticides, to require the certification of all
commercial and private applicators of pesticides, and to require the states
to submit plans which will contain the standards for certification and the
state agency responsible for administering a certification and monitoring
the program.
The EPA must establish standards identifying which, how and
who may use pesticides, and the training necessary for the users.
These
standards become the basis for the development of the state programs.
The Federal Pesticide Control Act requires EPA to test and certify
all pesticides that are in use and only certify for use those pesticides
that have limited and short-term impact on the environment as a whole.
EPA's funding to carry out this program is limited; therefore,
it will be
many years before all pesticides can be tested.
This lack of sufficient
testing should not, in the Contractor's opinion, deter from the positive
aspects that are taking place at the state level in terms of the control
of the application of pesticides and the user training programs.
Within the states, the control of pesticides has traditionally been
a function of state government.
No activity was
identified at the local
level in terms of controlling pesticides.
The states have encountered
problems in developing their programs,
primarily in determining what to
control and how to control it.
This difficulty is the result of the lack
of technical information on the impact of chemicals on water quality, and
the requirgnent for the development of mechanisms to control activities
which in the past have not been regulated.
The problems associated with pesticides were not analyzed for the
state of Illinois.
In Indiana, the State Chgnist is responsible for prescribing standards
for certification and issuing operator licenses.
This office also develops
the pesticide applicators'
training program.
The Indiana Cooperative
‘
Extensive Service has primary responsibility for conducting the training
program.
There are still a substantial number of applicators to certify,
but the program has been well accepted in the state.
The Indiana Pesti—
cide
Review Board
is responsible
for
developing
regulations
with
regard
to
the transport,
storage and disposal of any pesticide or pesticide container.
There appears to be adequate staff to enforce the overall program.
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 The use and application of pesticides in Michigan are controlled at
the State level. By law, all pesticides must be registered with the
Department of Agriculture. All dealers of restricted pesticides, commer-
cial applicators and farmers who apply pesticides must be licensed by the
Department.
Pesticides are controlled in Minnesota by the Department of Agricul-
ture, which operates a crop pest control program. Its activities include
field surveys, inspection and certification of pesticides being moved
interstate and intrastate, and publication and dissemination of information.
The Department is also responsible for regulating the labelling, distribution,
and sale of pesticides. In addition, the Department operates an applicators'
licensing program for commercial applicators. The Department offers nine
categories for licensing. It also has a restricted use program. The
Agricultural Extension Service develops and provides the actual training
material. ‘
In New York, the Department of Environmental Conservation establishes
procedures for cleaning and disposing of pesticide containers and unwanted
or unused pesticides. New York is one of the few states that does this.
It also determines which pesticides may be used or restricted and by whom
and how they can be distributed. The Department is responsible for certify-
ing commercial and private applicators.
The Department is anxious to certify and license all applicators and
there appears to be adequate staff to accomplish this. The program is
comprehensive in its approach and uses a mandatory training program to
increase the skills of the individuals handling and applying pesticides.
The distribution, sale, transport, storage and application of pesticides
in Ohio is regulated by the Department of Agriculture which also operates
a training program to certify commercial and private applicators. The
program is in its initial stages of operation with many policy decisions
still being made. To keep up with the increasing number of certified
applicators and applicants, it will be necessary for the Department to
expand its program.
The use, distribution, storage, application and disposal of pesticides
is regulated at the state level in Pennsylvania. All pesticides and
pesticide dealers must be registered with the Department of Agriculture.
The Department has developed and is conducting a training program for
applicators, and carries out routine field inspections.
In Wisconsin, pesticide use, sale, distribution and storage are regu-
lated through the issuance of a permit by the Department of Agriculture.
Thes
e ap
plic
atio
n pe
rmit
s ar
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se b
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asis
and
may
set
additional restrictions depending upon local circumstances.
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Fertilizers
The Federal government has no controls on fertilizers. The Soil
Conservation Service provides soil surveys and miscellaneous technical
assistance to farmers.
The state Cooperative Extension Service arranges for soil tests and
gives advice on fertilizer application throughout the Great Lakes Basin.
It is the consensus of the state officials interviewed by the Contractor.
that fertilizers cannot be controlled until further studies are completed
on the appropriate rates and time of application. Since these rates and
times vary from farm to farm and crop to crop, it is extremely difficult
to write a control program. Officials feel that rising prices will make
fertilizer misuse less likely in the future. A shift from "build—up" to
"sustaining" level recommendations by state Extension Services should
assure fertilizer runoff does not become a problem. Farmers use Extension
Service recommendations as the basis for their own fertilizer application
rates.
The problems associated with fertilizers were not analyzed for the
state of Illinois.
The use of fertilizers in Indiana is not regulated. The Pesticide
Review Board regulates the labelling of fertilizers. The Cooperative
Extension Office and fertilizer dealers provide applicators with advice on
application and soil tests.
Michigan has a statute controlling the manufacture, distribution,
labelling, sale and advertising of fertilizers. The Department of Agri-
culture is responsible for administering the Act. The State Agricultural
Extension Service gives farmers advice with regard to the application of
fertilizers.
Minnesota's Department of Agriculture has the authority to regulate
the usage of fertilizers. Unfortunately, technical information concerning
the type of crop, time and usage of fertilizer by type of crop is not
available. Thus, no regulations have beendeveloped with regard to fer-
tilizers.
There are no direct controls on fertilizers in Ohio. The Cooperative
Extension Service does provide farmers with application information.
There are also no direct controls on fertilizers in Pennsylvania and
New York. The Cooperative Extension Service in both states provide
farmers with advice as to the time, method and amount of fertilizer that
should be applied. Because the water quality impact of fertilizers in ‘
relation to time and method is unknown, no regulations have beendeveloped
to limit their effect on stream and groundwater quality.
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 Wisconsin does not have any direct controls on the application of
fertilizers. The state is currently attempting to obtain better information
on the time, rate and method of application of fertilizers to determine if
there are regulatory or non—regulatory programs that might control the use
of fertilizers. The Agricultural Extension Service does provide information
to farmers on the application of fertilizers.
Feedlots
Under Section 401 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended,
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 In Minnesota, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is responsible
for operating a feedlot program, where a permit is required to construct
or expand a facility. Nearly 4,500 permits have beenissued. Over 5,000
will be issued by the end of 1977. The program is not operating effectively
due to a limited number of staff available to enforce the program.
In New York, voluntary codes of good practice have been developed
for disposal of agricultural waste. Some individuals feel they are not
as comprehensive as they could be.
In Ohio, guidelines developed by the Department of Agriculture, DNR
and the Cooperative Extension Service provide farmers with a basis for
making sound management decisions on handling animal wastes.
Animal feedlot
operators excluded from EPA's permit program are not required to follow
the guidelines.
However, it is thought the majority of them comply with
the guidelines.
The Ohio Cooperative Extension Service and the Division of Soil and
Water Districts provide educational services and help identify major
problems and methods of solving the problems.
The local Soil and Water
Conservation Districts encourage livestock owners and operators to carry
out their operations in such a manner that pollution is abated.
Each
Soil and Water District provides information, technical assistance and
cost—share assistance when requested.
Ohio has proposed an Agricultural Pollution Abatement Program that
would make best management practices mandatory and provide enforcement
through a complaint system.
This program is to be implemented through the
local Soil and Water Conservation Districts with advice given by the USDA
Soil Conservation Service and extension agents.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources (DER) is
given a general grant of authority to regulate any activity which creates
a danger of pollution or has a potential for pollution.
The regulation
of feedlot operations falls within DER's general grant of power. DER has
adopted regulations which establish how an activity that has the potential
for causing pollution must operate.
However, no specific regulations have
been adopted to fit feedlot operations.
Guidelines have been developed to
integrate environmental protection and good farming practices.
In Wisconsin, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has the
authority to develop controls regulating animal feedlot operations.
Rules
have been proposed which will provide farmers with a basis for sound
management decisions which are compatible with water resources concerns.
Adoption of controls has been delayed until studies to strengthen the
technical base upon which controls can be developed and completed.
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At the Federal level, the control of erosion from agricultural
practices is one of the requirements that must be included in all of the
Water Quality Management Plans currently being developed at the state and
local level. There are two additional programs which provide assistance
to farmers to help control erosion from farm activities. They are the
Agricultural Cost Sharing Program of the Soil conservation Service and
the Agricultural Conservation Program of the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service. The Soil Conservation Service, under the Agri—
cultural Cost Sharing Program, may enter into contracts of not less than
five years not more than ten years with owners and operators having
control of rural land for the purpose of installing and maintaining
measures incorporating best management practices to control nonpoint source
pollution. The 808 also has completed soil surveys in the Great Lakes
Basin. The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service utilizes
cost sharing as a method to accomplish soil and water conservation and
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 tation controls for agricultural areas as well as urban areas. The
proposed legislation would authorizeand direct the State Soil and Water
Conservation Committee to develop and coordinate a comprehensive State
erosion and sediment control program. The Committee would also be respon-
sible for establishing maximum soil losses to be tolerated as standards
for disturbing activities and critical erosion areas and set guidelines
that detail erosion and sediment control practices. The bill requires
everyone engaging in a land disturbing activityto submit a plan for erosion
and sediment control.
In Michigan, the Sediment Control Act provides the State with the
authority to control all major earth moving activities except those dealing
with logging and mining. The implementation of agricultural practices,
however, shall not take effect until January 1, 1979. Agricultural practices
in the context of the Act include all farming operations except the plowing
and tilling of land for the purpose of crop production or the harvesting of
crops. The Act requires a landowner or developer to obtain a permit from an
appropriate enforcement agency prior to a major earth change. An applica-
tion for a permit must be accompanied by anapproved soil erosion and
sedimentation control plan.
A major earth moving activity is defined as a project that disturbs
one or more acres of land, or is within 500 feet of a waterway. Acting
through the Michigan Water Resources Commission, the Department of Natural
Resources is responsible for administration of the Act.
Soil Conservation Districts have the authority to assist in developing
comprehensive conservation plans, making soil erosion control equipment and
material available to landowners and administering soil conservation projects.
Each district receives limited funds from the state and federal government
and sometimes from the Boards of County Commissioners to cover administrative
costs.
In Minnesota, at the state level, agricultural activities that can
cause sedimentation can be abated under the state's general water quality
guidelines and regulations. Local units of government have the authority
to pass their own sediment control ordinances. Soil and Water Conservation
Districts have a specific grant of authority through their enabling legis-
lation to assist in developing comprehensive plans for conservation of soil
and water resources. They have no authority to enforce the plan. SWCD's,
with cost share and technical assistance from the U.S. Soil Conservation
Service, assist farmers in carrying out conservation plans.
In New York, there are two special purpose districts that have the
authOrity to control erosion from farming activities: Soil and Water Con—
servation Districts and Regional Water Resources Planning Boards. SWCD's
have a variety of planning and implementation powers, including providing
assistance to landowners in preparing and reviewing erosion and sediment
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A
special
demonstration
project
in Washington County
is
developing
a model
ordinance
intended
to
improve
the
abilities
of Soil
and Water
Conservation
Districts
to
pass
sediment
control
programs.
It
is
being
based
on
the
Shoreland
and
Flood
Plain
Zoning
Program,
which
requires
that
the
State provide
an overall management
plan
and
implementation guidelines
for
local
jurisdictions.
The
local
jurisdictions
are
responsible
for
developing and implementing
control ordinances within the state require—
ments.
If
implemented,
the
Soil
and Water
Conservation Districts
will
still
lack
sufficient
manpower
to
assist
farmers
in
developing
sediment
control
plans and implement them.
The
Inland
Lake
Protection
Districts
are
of
limited
use
in
sediment
control
from
agricultural
sources
in
that
they
normally
cover
areas
of
residential
development
in
and
around
a
lake
and
very
little
agricultural
land
is
included
in
them.
For
those
lands
that
are
included,
they
cannot
provide
direct
regulation
of
agricultural
activities
to
control
sediment,
but
with
cost
sharing
and
technical
assistance
features,
they
can
work
with
farmers
to
develop
plans
to
control
sediment
and
assist
in
plan
implementation.
It
is
the
Contractor's
evaluation
that
the
combination
of
the
nonpoint
source
pollution
control
program
and
the
Washington
County
Project
should
give
the
State
of
Wisconsin
a
comprehensive
look
at
its
sediment
control
problems,
and
should
provide
draft
legislation
for
sufficient
authority
to control sedimentation.
Drainage
Drainage
has
been
the
responsibility
of
local
or
special
district
units
of
government.
The
major
objective
of
drainage
has
been
to
drain
wet
agricultural
land.
Sediment
is
suspended
in
the
water
drained,
but
an
efficient
drain
will
settle
out
the
sediment.
Conflicts
arise
when
a
ditch
must
be
maintained
or
reconstructed
to
enable
it
to
carry
drainage
effec—
tively.
Dredging
the
ditch destroys
the aquatic
habitat and
can
cause
sedimentation,
which
impacts
water
quality.
This
is
a
conflict
of
use,
aquatic
habitat
drainage,
and
sometimes
the
two
uses
are
incompatible
There
has
been
comparatively
little
construction
of
new
open
drains
to
bring
new
land
into
production
in
the
Great
Lakes
Basin
in
the
last
25
to
30
years,
and
virtually
none
in
recent
years.
The
Federal
role
in
drainage
relates
primarily
to
technical
and
financial
assistance
for
con—
struction
of
field
ditches
and
subsurface
drains
to
make
existing
cropland
more
productive
and
to
reduce
the
flood
hazard.
The
Federal
Watershed
Protection
and
Flood
Prevention
Act
may
have
beneficial
water
quality
effects
since
measures
which
encourage
the
filtering
of
water
through
the
soil
are
required,
rather
than
water
washing
off
the
surface
and
carrying
sediment
and
sediment
associated
contaminants,
such
as phosphorus, into streams.
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 The Federal
Water
Bank Act
provides
financial
assistance
to
landowners
in specific wetland
areas
to
keep wetlands
in
their natural
state
rather
than draining them.
Problems associated
with
drainage were not
analyzed
for
the
state
of
Illinois.
‘
In Indiana,
County Drainage
Boards
under
the Drainage
Code
have
the
authority to control and regulate changes within a drainage area which
can alter drainage characteristics.
The intent of the code was to drain
wet agricultural land; thus, any effects that act to limit the deterioration
of water quality are indirect.
Some of the county drainage boards do not
require erosion control practices such as bank seedings and erosion control
structures.
This is particularly true where Federal cost—share funds have
been utilized to implement the erosion control practices. Drainage factors
are also considered by SWCD's when preparing soil conservation plans.
Towns, cities, counties, and planning commissions all have a variety
:
of powers which allow them to regulate land uses and types of structures
E
built. These powers may also be used to prevent deterioration of water
quality caused from drainage.
 
In Michigan, the DNR is responsible for all waters of the state,
including waters in legal drains. Local drains are the responsibility of
elected County Drainage Commissioners. Intercounty drains are operated by
a Board of Commissioners made up ofthe County Drain Commissioners of the
affected counties and chaired by the Deputy Commissioners for Intercounty
Drains of the Michigan Department of Agriculture. Elected Drain Commis»
sioners have the authority to develop plans, maintain drains, and charge
the costs to benefiting owners for the maintenance and construction of the
drains. The programs of the Drain Commissioners are directed toward
maintenance of drains for agricultural purposes—-not toward water quality.
Most counties have either no inspection program or a very small one.
In Minnesota, New York and Ohio, local units of government have the
responsibility and authority to regulate drainage areas through a variety
of planning and zoning powers. These powers may indirectly act to prevent
deterioration of water quality caused fromdrainage. SWCD's consider
drainage factors when preparing erosion and control plans.
 
In Pennsylvania, local jurisdictions have a variety of powers to
regulate land use and the types of drainage structures built which indirectly
act to prevent deterioration of water quality cause by drainage. Soil
Conservation Districts have the expertise to assist in solving drainage
problems. Drainage practices are factors considered when approving a plan
for development and in issuing a permit to allow earth disturbing activities.
In Wisconsin, the Department of Natural Resources is responsible for
all waters in the state. Local drains are controlled by Drainage districts
appointed by the County Board of Commissioners. Drainage districts do not
29
 
  
 
  
 
directly consider water quality problems, with the exception of a require-
ment that calls for environmental review by the Board of Directors when
creating a district or approving the construction of drainage works.
Through this requirement districts can be used extensively for water
quality purposes. In most cases, they function as they were originally I
created years ago——for the drainage of agricultural wetlands.
 
LIQUID, SOLID, AND DEEPWELL DISPOSAL
 
Solid Waste
The control of solid waste disposal has been for a long time the
responsibility of local agencies—-primarily local health departments. In
the past decade, there has been a trend whereby the state and federal
governments have been participating in the control of solid waste disposal.
At the Federal level, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) makes EPA responsible for providing technical and financial assis-
tance for the development of management plans and facilities to recover
energy and other resources from discarded materials, and for the safe
disposal and discard of solid wastes and the management of hazardous wastes.
The act requires EPA to promulgate rules establishing the standards relating
to the transportation, treatment, storage and disposal of wastes. States
must develop control programs within the EPA standards and receive EPA
certification to operate their program. Upon certification, funding
assistance is granted to the state. All of the eight states in the Great
Lakes Basin are working toward complete compliance with the RCRA's require-
ment controls. The level of implementation varies from state to state.
Water Quality Management Plans are required to address residual waste
management. The Plans will identify the amounts of wastes that will be
generated, methods and sites for their disposal, controls necessary for
certifying new sites and the institutional structure, and resources
necessary to insure proper implementation.
The problems associated with solid waste disposal were not analyzed
for the state of Illinois.
Final approvals for construction and operation of landfill facilities
are made by the Stream Pollution Control Board in Indiana based on standards
for constructing and operating a landfill developed by the state.
Regional Water and Sewer Districts also have the authority to address
solid waste problems. They are authorized to finance, construct, and
operate waste collection and treatment facilities. Few, if any, districts 1
are currently activein this area. Most districts have focused on bringing
sewage treatment services to unincorporated areas and have funding limitations '
that reduce their ability to address solid waste problems.
Local units of government are actually responsible for operating,
constructing, installing, and acquiring solid waste disposal facilities.
Local health departments are responsible for inspecting each site.
In Michigan, the Department of Natural Resources has the authority to
regulate the disposal of solid waste and hazardous wastes. The Department,
in cooperation with county health departments, is responsible for licensing
disposal sites and refuse transporting units.
Licenses are issued based
on DNR minimum guidelines for approval.
DNR and local health departments
have the responsibility for inspection of landfill site and transport oper-
ations. Current manpower at both levels of government is inadequate to
implement the program.
The authority to regulate solid waste disposal in Minnesota is divided
between the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and local jurisdic-
tions. MPCA is responsible for setting standards for promulgating regulations
for solid waste disposal, resource recovery, source reduction, and hazardous
waste management programs. Regulations are being drafted for the identifi-
cation, labeling, classification, storage, collection, transportation, and
disposal of hazardous wastes.
The Agency issues permits for solid waste disposal facilities, transfer
stations and resource recovery facilities. It reviews only those applica-
tions for facilities consistent with the approved county solid waste
management plan.
State solid waste regulations require that all permitted sanitary
landfills have an approved groundwater monitoring system. About 80% of
the permitted sanitary landfills in the State have operational groundwater
monitoring systems providing quarterly reports on the quality of groundwater
"upstream" and "downstream" from the disposal area. The remaining sites
are under review. Additional facility surveillance is achieved through
review of monthly operational reports.
Large quantities of hazardous wastesare being generated in Minnesota,
and the handling and disposal of these dangerous materials is uncontrolled.
The Agency is developing a tight control program.
4 Resource recovery facilities require a large volume of solid waste
for proper operation and to be economically feasible. There is presently
no mechanism to guarantee that a resource recovery facilitywill be able
to obtain the necessary volume of solid waste, or to require haulers to
deliver solid waste to established resource recovery facilities.
Solid waste management is the responsibility of local government in
New York. The State's role has been to assist municipalities (technically
and financially) as well as establish planning regulations and enforcement
of solid waste activities. Unfortunately, the Department of Environmental
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 Conservation's resources do not allow the Department to assist communities
in implementing their plans, except to a limited extent. Furthermore,
there are serious manpower shortages, particularly with regard to inspec-
tion of landfill operations. It is unlikely the State will appropriate
additional funds in the near future.
In Ohio, the authority to regulate the disposal of solid waste is
divided between the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, local health
districts and other units of local government. OEPA is responsible for
overall operation of the State's solid waste managementprogram. The
Agency promulgates regulationsand standards which detail procedures for
the licensing of solid waste disposal operations and other procedural
regulations for local health departments. The Agency's activities include
issuing licenses, making on—site inspections and developing a statewide
solid waste management plan.
 
Counties and municipalities and towns have the authority, by resolu—
tion of their legislative bodies, to provide for the collection and disposal
of garbage and refuse and make appropriate regulations for the construction,
protection, maintenance and use of disposal and collection, recycling or
resource recovery facilities. In general, the powers of municipalities
are much broader than towns or counties due to home rul, although statutory
powers are similar. Health districts are responsible for licensing and
inspecting solid waste disposal sites and facilities. Of the 162 health
districts in Ohio, 92 were issued licenses in 1975.
In Ohio, resource recovery activitiesmay be practiced by general
purpose governmental units, or through the creation of special authorities,
by the private sector, or a combination of the public and private sectors.
Ohio has established an independent State agency, the Ohio Water Develop—
ment Authority (OWDA), that is self-financing and self-governing and
within certain limitations may carry out resource recoveryactivities.
Hazardous wastes are not currently controlled, but legislation is being
developed that would provide for a coordinated and comprehensive program.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources has both
planning and regulatory authority over solid waste disposal. The Depart—
ment may providetechnical assistance and pay up to 50% of the required
county and municipal costs of preparing solid waste plans, studies, surveys
and research. County and municipal plans must meetDER rules and regu—
lations regarding transport, storage, collection and disposal of solid
wastes. DER issues permits to use land for solid waste processing or for
a disposal area of a solid waste management system. A license is also
required to transport and dispose of solid wastes in a mine.
DER is also responsible for administering the State's resource recovery
program. It is a financial incentive program designed to assist munici-
palities in developing resource recovery systems. Unfortunately, shifts
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 in financial priorities have resulted in the necessary funds being cut
back to implement this program.
In Wisconsin, the Department of Natural Resources conducts the State's
solid waste management program. The Department is responsible for es—
tablishing minimum standards for the location, design, construction,
operation and maintenance of solid waste disposal sites and facilities.
It requires the annual licensing for the operation of solid waste facilities
with emphasis on the technical adequacy of the site and facility design.
In addition, the Department issues compliance orders, makes referrals,
and conducts aneducation and training program.
Counties have the authority to establish solid waste management plans
and systems alone or jointly with other local jurisdictions and are en—
couraged to take a regional and a planned approach to solid waste management.
Citi
es a
nd V
illa
ges
regu
late
land
fill
s wi
thin
thei
r bo
unda
ries
and
one—
and—
one—half miles of the corporate limits through planning, zoning and sub-
divi
sion
powe
rs o
f th
e re
spec
tive
gene
ral
purp
ose
gove
rnme
nts.
The
Shor
elan
d
and
Flo
od
Pla
in
Zon
ing
Pro
gra
m p
roh
ibi
ts
sol
id
was
te
dis
pos
al
sit
es
and
faci
liti
es w
ithi
n ar
eas
unde
r th
e pr
ogra
m ju
risd
icti
on u
nles
s pe
rmit
ted
by
the
DNR.
Soli
d wa
ste
is a
lso
cont
roll
ed t
hrou
gh t
he a
utho
rity
prov
ided
to
Metr
opol
itan
Sewa
ge D
istr
icts
(MSD
s),
Join
t Se
wera
ge C
ommi
ssio
ns a
nd T
own
San
ita
ry
Dis
tri
cts
.
All
of
the
se
spe
cia
l d
ist
ric
ts
hav
e t
he
aut
hor
ity
to
pla
n,
con
str
uct
, o
per
ate
, a
cqu
ire
, a
nd
mai
nta
in
sol
id
was
te
fac
ili
tie
s.
The
Sol
id
Was
te
Rec
ycl
ing
Aut
hor
ity
fun
cti
ons
as
a c
ent
ral
ize
d b
ody
to
han
dle
dev
elo
pme
nt,
des
ign
, f
ina
nci
ng,
con
str
uct
ion
and
ope
rat
ion
of
sol
id
was
te
res
our
ce
rec
ove
ry
sys
tem
s.
The
goa
l o
f t
he
Aut
hor
ity
is
to
pro
vid
e
for the maximum recycling of solid waste.
DNR
's
Sol
id
Was
te
Man
age
men
t P
rog
ram
has
ade
qua
te
sta
ffi
ng
to
reg
ula
te
sol
id
was
te
man
age
men
t a
cti
vit
ies
in
the
Sta
te.
The
sta
ff
is
an
agg
res
siv
e
one
whi
ch
com
ple
tes
the
yea
rly
rel
ice
nsi
ng
of
all
sol
id
was
te
dis
pos
al
fac
ili
tie
s.
The
DNR
is
als
o
inc
rea
sin
g
its
edu
cat
ion
and
pub
lic
inf
orm
ati
on
programs to alleviate this problem.
Th
e
ma
na
ge
me
nt
of
ha
za
rd
ou
s
wa
st
es
is
th
e
la
rg
es
t
cu
rr
en
t
so
li
d
wa
st
e
man
age
men
t
pro
ble
m
in
the
Sta
te.
Whi
le
tec
hno
log
y
oth
er
tha
n
lan
d
dis
pos
al
of
te
n
ex
is
ts
in
or
de
r
to
ad
eq
ua
te
ly
pr
oc
es
s
or
di
sp
os
e
of
ha
za
rd
ou
s
wa
st
es
,
th
e
ov
er
al
l
co
or
di
na
te
d
ap
pr
oa
ch
to
re
gu
la
ti
ng
an
d
ma
na
gi
ng
th
e w
as
te
s,
an
d
he
nc
e
to
en
su
ri
ng
us
e
of
te
ch
no
lo
gi
ca
l
al
te
rn
at
iv
es
,
do
es
no
t
exi
st
.
So
me
li
mi
te
d
St
at
e
co
nt
ro
ls
cu
rr
en
tl
y
exi
st
,
an
d
ba
ck
gr
ou
nd
in
fo
rm
at
io
n
is
be
in
g
de
ve
lo
pe
d
as
pa
rt
of
th
e
no
np
oi
nt
so
ur
ce
st
udy
.
Ho
we
ve
r,
ex
is
ti
ng
la
ws
an
d
en
fo
rc
em
en
t
pr
og
ra
ms
ar
e
in
ad
eq
ua
te
in
pr
ov
id
in
g
fo
r
th
e
ne
ce
ss
ar
y
co
or
di
na
te
d
an
d
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
pr
og
ra
m
ne
ed
ed
to
de
al
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y
wi
th
th
e
entire scope of the problem.
33
 
:
3
i
I
l
1
%
  
  
Liquid Sewage Disposal
 
The control of liquid sewage
sludge involves the hauling of the sludge
from its generation site to its ultimate disposal site and the actual dis—
posal of the sludge itself.
The Federal government, through the Water
Quality Management Planning Program, requires all state and areawide agencies
to develop programs to address liquid sewage sludge disposal plans.
This
program is still in its development phase, which is scheduled for final
completion no later than November 1978.
Implementation is expected to begin
as soon as solutions are developed.
The Federal Sewer Facilities Con—
struction Grants Program requires that sludge management plans be developed
when federal monies are being used for construction of a new or renovation
of an old sewage treatment plan.
All local general purpose governments have indirect control through
their zoning and subdivision authority, which allows them to approve the
site for a disposal area and to place that site in an area that they find
least offensive.
These areas are usually not determined on environmental
grounds but on public nuisance grounds, and in practice these powers are
more frequently used to stall the development of disposal sites.
The problems associated with the disposal of liquid sewage sludgewere
not examined for the state of Illinois.
In Indiana, regulations for the disposal of liquid waste are promul—
gated by the Stream Pollution Control Board (SPCB).
Permits for industrial
land disposal sites are also issued by the SPCB.
There are no specific
guidances or standards formulated for land application of liquid sewage
sludge.
Industrial waste haulers are licensed by the state, but unfortunately,
due to the lack of staff, the haulers' program is not enforced.
In Michigan, there are no controls for the disposal of sewage Sludge.
However, haulers of industrial liquid waste are licensed by the DNR.
The
Department is responsible for reviewing trip records of haulers and inspec—
ting the hauling equipment.
Deficiencies exist in the control of disposal
of sewer system liquid sludge wastes.
The control of transport and dis-
posal of industrial liquid waste is adequate.
In Minnesota, the Pollution Control Agency has the authority to regulate
the disposal of liquid sewage sludge.
The Agency is responsible for
establishing standards for acceptable sludge disposal facilities and prac—
tices, and for reviewing and approving all land application projects.
To date, MPCA has promulgated guidelines to aid municipal officials,
engineers, and plant operators in implementing acceptable sludge disposal
facilities and practices and has provided land managers with recommendations
concerning site management and usage.
The guidelines also provide Agency
staff with criteria to aid in the review and approval of land application
projects.
These guidelines limit sludge application rates to levels
consistent with fertilization and soil conditioning.
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 In New York, haulers of industrial wastes must be registered.
Haulers must
report
the
location
of pickup
and disposal.
New York
requires that land treatment be approved by the DEC.
The DEC operates
on a case—by-case basis, giving consideration to field topography and soil
characteristics, climatic conditions, crops to be utilized, and water
balances. The State does not approve systems that allow runoff to surface
waters.
The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) and the local health
departments or districts are involved in regulating the disposal of liquid
sewage sludge. The OEPA has not established a standard policy position
on the accepted disposal practices but treats the approval of each sludge
disposal procedure on an ad hoc basis. OEPA has the overall responsibility
of reviewing and approving and issuing permits for the land application
on sludge. Under recently proposed regulations, the requirement for a
solid waste permit if landfills are used for sludge disposal would be
reaffirmed. At the local level, health departments or districts act to
enforce OEPA solid waste regulations and permits. If land application is
used, the regulatory function is the responsibility of the OEPA district
offices.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources is required
to approve and issue permits for the operation of land application tech—
niques. A manual of guidelines has been prepared and includes standards
for site selection, systems operation, and installation of equipment. ;
Haulers of industrial wastes are not required to obtain a license in i
Pennsylvania. There is a need for better implementation including increased *
enforcement, improved and new methods of dispoSal, and the licensing of
haulers of liquid wastes.
 
Current control of liquid sewage sludge in Wisconsin is only in
flood plain and shoreland areas through the Shoreland and Flood Plain
Zoning—Program. DNR has issued a set of internal rules for sludge man—
agement. These rules require the owner of a wastewater treatment plant
to develop a sludge management plan which can be amended from time to time.
The plan should include information on storage, a description of sludge
characteristics, and the ultimate disposal site. The DNR evaluates and
approves the sludge management plans. These rules arestill very new so
it is difficult to determine how effective they will be and if additional
controls Will be needed. They should, however, provide DNR with a much
more comprehsnsive information base, so that refinements or additional con-
trols can be developed, if needed.
Private Sewage Disposal
Traditionally, the control of spetic systems has been a function of
local health departments, which reviewed the plans and the installation of
septic systems from the standpoint of human health. These local programs
usua
lly
requ
ire
that
prio
r to
the
inst
alla
tion
of a
sept
ic s
yste
m, t
he
heal
th d
epar
tmen
t wo
uld
havet
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e th
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for
the
syst
em,
incl
udin
g
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the percolation rate of the soil in which the system was to be placed.
Then, the local health department would make one or more inspections of
the installation of the septic system. The Contractor was not able to
identify any local areas that had the staff resources to return to existing
septic systems and test them for proper operation and provide homeowners
with a maintenance program for their septic systems. However, in discus—
sions with state and local officials, all agreed that such a monitoring
program of operation and maintenance is essential to the proper control of
septic systems.
One of the largest single "local" water pollution problems is failing
septic systems that were improperly installed or are just failing due to
age. Pollution problems from septic systems often occur and are most
pronounced when the population density becomestoo great and the capacity
of the soils to treat septic effluents is exceeded.
The Federal Water Quality Management Planning Program requires that
management plans include the control of private sewage disposal systems;
therefore, upon the completion of these plans, most states will have iur
plementable management programs to control private sewage disposal systems.
Several other acts authorize federal agencies to administer grants for
comprehensive planning activities which impact private sewage disposal by
identifying either (1) where collector systems should be built, or (2)
where it would be acceptable to install private disposal systems in terms
of soil and water table.
The study did not examine problems with regard to private sewage
disposal in the state of Illinois.
The regulation of private sewage disposal systems or septic tank
systems in Indiana is a power and responsibility of the local county health
boards. They have the power to adopt regulations and ordinances which
control private sewage disposal systems. The State provides technical
assistance and has developed septic systems.
The County Health Departments are generally poorly funded and have
minimum staff resources available to administer a thorough and rigorous
regulatory program for septic tank systems. The operating budgets for
county health departments are controlled by the County Council. The Sani—
tarian's job is appointive; thus, the administration of the regulatory
program is subject to political influence or pressures. And while profes-
sional sanitarians are licensed according to a set of standards, it is not
required that the position of "County Sanitarian" be filled by a professional
sanitarian.
In Michigan, the Department of Public Health has developed a model
sanitary code for local health departments. DNR is responsible for
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licensing all persons and vehicles engaged in the cleaning and servicing
of septic tanks.
Local health departments regulate the construction and maintenance of
septic tanks through their authority to adopt sanitary codes.
The strict-
ness of these codes varies from county to county.‘
In general, it appears
that a local health department provides a reasonable level of review prior
to the construction of a septic tank.
Post—construction surveillance,
however, is not widely performed.
Although these deficiencies are largely
attributed to the financial constraints of local health departments, there
are no existing guidelines which require local health departments to fulfill
this ongoing monitoring function.
In Minnesota, the Department of Health, the Pollution Control Agency
and local jurisdictions are involved in regulating private sewage disposal.
The Department of Health has set standards for septic tank systems, which
require all new and existing systems must be brought up to these standards
by July 1, 1977 in unincorporated areas and by 1980 in incorporated areas.
These requirements have been very successful in controlling the location,
construction, and use of individual systems on new lots and developments.
There have been problems, however, in the older, existing lots which may
have an inadequate septic tank or improper soil.
The MTCA staff is working with a 46 member Citizens Advisory Committee
in the development of statewide, technical standards governing location,
construction and use of individual systems. These Agency standards are
intended to provide alternative systems which can be used in areas where
the traditional septic tank system will not function properly. The appli-
cation of these standards to the estimated 10,000 septic tank systems
installed in Minnesota each year will be an important area of involvement
for the MPCA the next several years.
Localities have the authority to adopt codes or ordinances which
regulate private sewage disposal systems. A wide range of county programs
and ordinances attempt to control the location of individual sewage treat—
ment systems. A lack of uniform enforcement has resulted. Some counties
have very good programs with excellent administration; some have no ordi—
nance and/or no trained personnel.
In New York, local units of government have authority and have passed
ordinances controlling the installation of septic systems. The DEC con—
trols the haulers of septic sludges through a statewide permit program.
The implementation of both of these programs is weak because of understaffing.
In Ohio, the Department of Health jointly with local health depart—
ments or districts has the authority to regulate private sewage disposal
systems. The Department promulgates regulations which establish minimum
standards governing design, construction, location, reconstruction, oper—
ation and installation of septic disposal systems. It also details minimum
standards governing the issuance of permits for the installers and clearers
of septic disposal systems.
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co
nt
ro
l.
Gu
id
el
in
es
fo
r
se
di
me
nt
co
nt
ro
l
ar
e
pr
om
ul
ga
te
d
in
Oh
io
DOT
.
Th
es
e
gu
id
el
in
es
mu
st
be
fo
ll
ow
ed
in
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
of
an
y
lo
ca
l
hi
gh
wa
y
wh
er
e
fe
de
ra
l
fu
nd
s
ar
e
use
d.
Al
l
ai
rp
or
t
fa
ci
li
ti
es
us
in
g
fe
de
ra
l
fu
nd
s
mu
st
pr
ov
id
e
fo
r
th
e
co
nt
ro
l
of
ru
no
ff
an
d
er
os
io
n
as
se
t
by
FA
A
st
an
da
rd
s.
In
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
,
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
ti
on
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
pr
og
ra
ms
as
su
ri
ng
ad
eq
ua
te
,
sa
fe
an
d
ef
fi
ci
en
t
tr
an
sp
or
ta
ti
on
.
Wi
th
re
ga
rd
to
er
os
io
n,
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
en
su
ri
ng
th
at
all
sta
te
and
cou
nty
roa
ds
whi
ch
rec
eiv
e
fed
era
l
fun
din
g
pro
vid
e
for
con
-
tr
ol
of
ru
no
ff
an
d
er
os
io
n
as
sp
ec
if
ie
d
by
FH
WA
re
gu
la
ti
on
s.
Pu
bl
ic
us
e
air
por
ts
rec
eiv
ing
FAA
fun
din
g
are
als
o
sub
jec
t
to
run
off
con
tro
ls.
DER
is
ano
the
r a
gen
cy,
thr
oug
h
its
gen
era
l
gra
nt
of
aut
hor
ity
,
whi
ch
has
the
abi
lit
y
to
reg
ula
te
run
off
.
Any
dev
elo
per
who
wis
hes
to
con
str
uct
an
air
por
t
is
req
uir
ed
to
obt
ain
a p
erm
it
whe
re
his
ear
th
mov
ing
act
ivi
tie
s
affect 25 acres or more.
In
Wis
con
sin
,
FHW
A
spe
cif
ica
tio
ns
are
enf
orc
ed
by
the
Wis
con
sin
Dep
art
men
t
of
Tra
nsp
ort
ati
on
thr
oug
h
the
ir
con
tra
cti
ng
pro
ced
ure
s
for
hig
hwa
y
con
str
uct
ion
.
The
sta
te
has
no
reg
ula
tio
ns
whi
ch
spe
cif
ica
lly
foc
us
on
con
tro
l
of
run
off
fro
m t
ran
spo
rta
tio
n
cor
rid
ors
.
SHORELINE LANDFILLING
The
lan
d
use
act
ivi
tie
s
ide
nti
fie
d
as
pos
sib
le
sou
rce
s
of
pol
lut
ion
in
sho
rel
ine
lan
dfi
lli
ng
are
con
str
uct
ion
alo
ng
the
sho
rel
ine
and
dre
dgi
ng.
The
Fed
era
l
gov
ern
men
t
has
two
act
s w
hic
h
req
uir
e
sta
te
and
loc
al
gov
ern
—
me
nt
s
to
co
nt
ro
l
po
ll
ut
io
n
fr
om
th
e
la
nd
us
e
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
on
th
e
sh
or
el
in
e.
Un
de
r
th
e
Co
as
ta
l
Zo
ne
Ma
na
ge
me
nt
Ac
t,
st
at
es
,
in
co
op
er
at
io
n w
it
h
lo
ca
l
gov
ern
men
ts,
dev
elo
p
man
age
men
t
pro
gra
ms
inc
lud
ing
reg
ula
tio
ns
to
ins
ure
tha
t
dev
elo
pme
nt
in
the
coa
sta
l
zon
e
of
eac
h
sta
te
is
com
ple
ted
in
an
env
iro
nme
nta
lly
sou
nd
man
ner
, a
nd
tha
t s
uch
dev
elo
pme
nt
doe
s n
ot
cre
ate
er
os
io
n
pr
ob
le
ms
th
at
ar
e
de
tr
im
en
ta
l
to
th
e
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
of
ma
n.
Th
e
Wa
te
r
Qua
lit
y M
ana
gem
ent
Pla
nni
ng
Pro
gra
m r
equ
ire
s
loc
al
jur
isd
ict
ion
s
and
sta
tes
to
dev
elo
p
man
age
men
t
pla
ns
for
the
con
tro
l
of
pol
lut
ion
in
all
are
as,
including the shoreline area.
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 The second section applicable to shoreline actitivities is Section
404 of the 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act. It authorizes the
Corps of Engineers (COE) to issue permits to all public and private
agencies wishing to conduct dredging and filling activities in any navi-
gable water. Stateswho desire to administer their own individual and
general permit program may do so if approved by EPA. Federal guidelines
that list requirements for application and approval have not been published.
Under the operating program, COE is required to provide for the con-
sideration of all public concerns environmental, social and economic--in 1
the decision-making process-—to either issue or deny permits. V
Along with the discharge of material which has been dredged or
excavated from any waters of the United States, the following types of
activities are also regulated by this program: site development fills for
recreational, industrial, commercial, residential, and other uses; cause-
ways or road fills; dams and dikes; artificial islands; property protection
and/or reclamation devices; beach nourishment; levees; sanitary landfills,
and backfilll required for the placement of structures such as sewage
treatment facilities.
All the states in the U.S. Great Lakes Basin are in the process of
developing their Coastal Zone Management programs, and Water Quality ;
Management Plans. These plans will be complete in 1978. The development ﬁ
of these plans under federal regulation will insure a comprehensive approach #
to the control of pollution from shoreline landfilling activities.
All states currently have state laws which require that dredging
receive a state permit; and, in the case of Wisconsin and New York, an
environmental impact statement is also required. All states are making
varying degrees of effort in coordinating their dredging permit program
with that of the Corps of Engineers.
The Illinois Department of Transportation is the lead agency in regu-
lating dredging and shoreline construction activities in the state. The
Illinois Department of Conservation, the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency and the Illinois Pollution Control Board must also approve the
dredging permit before it is issued. There is coordination, although not
a specific written agreement, between the IDOT and the Corps of Engineers
for their dual permitting program. The dredging program is working well,
with adequate staffing and finances.
IDOT is also responsible for issuing permits for any construction that
takes place along the shoreline or in the waters——such as bulkheads, piers,
and erosion control structures. The control of construction activity along
the shoreline will be strengthened by the passage of the Illinois Coastal
Resources Management Act. This Act will be the basis for organizing units
of government into a cohesive management system and developing a partner-
ship
of s
tate
and
muni
cipa
l go
vern
ment
s.
Muni
cipa
l go
vern
ment
s wi
ll b
e
 
  
required to develop a municipal management program that meets specific re—
quirements developed by the state. The state will certify the municipal
governments meeting those requirements. Financial assistance will be
provided to municipalities for developing and maintaining their coastal
management responsibilities.
In Indiana, the Natural Resources Commission has the authority to
control dredging and land excavation activities. The Commission is respon—
sible for issing a permit for any construction, excavation or alteration
in a floodway. The Commission is also responsible for making a comprehensive
plan of flood control areas. The Commission is empowered to cooperate with
the Army Corps of Engineers with regard to any flood control works.
In Michigan, the Department of Natural Resources and local jurisdic—
tions can regulate dredging, and filling activities. Under the authorities
provided in the Shorelands Protection and Management Act, DNR is responsible
for establishing standards for localities to develop shoreland zoning
ordinances. The localities must adopt shoreland zoning for hazardous and
sensitive areas. The ordinances must meet DNR's standards and approval.
In Minnesota, dredging and filling operations are regulated by a
Corps of Engineers permit program and must comply with the substantive state,
interstate and local water quality standards and effluent limitations.
In New York the Department of Environmental Conservation has the
authority to control dredging and land excavation activities through the
Stream Protection Law. This Law provides the DEC with the authority to
regulate activities affecting the beds and banks of unprotected streams,
excavations and fills in navigable waters and construction of sizeable
docks. Plans to disturb a stream or navigable waters will not be approved
if the proposal causes unnecessary soil erosion or water pollution.
The Freshwater Wetlands Act regulates draining and/or dredging acti—
vities within any freshwater wetland. The Act calls for an inventory of
freshwater wetlands throughout the state.
When the inventory is completed, a permanent regulatory program will
go into effect. In the meantime, an interim program is in effect which
prohibits anyone from conducting a "regulated activity" in a wetland without
obtaining an interim permit. Permits are granted only if the applicant
can demonstrate that a hardship would be suffered without the permit.
In Ohio, the Department of Natural Resources has authority to control
dredging and land excavation activities through its operation of a permit
program for dredge—and—fill projects. The Department is the liaison
contact agency within Ohio for all Corps of Engineer projects.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources has
authority for issuing permits to carry out dredging construction or exca—
vation activities along the shoreline.
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 The
Water
Obstruction
Act
also
provides
DER
with
a
regulatory
tool
to
control
Shoreland
filling
activities.
The
Act
prohibits
construction
of
any
water
obstruction
without
first
obtaining
a
permit
from
DER.
In
Wisconsin,
land
disturbing
activities
along
the
shoreline
are
con—
trolled
at
the
state
and
local
levels.
The
State
has
control
through
the
Shoreland
and
Flood
Plain
Zoning
Program
and
the
Public
Inland
Lake
Pro-
tection
and
Rehabilitation
Program.
The
programs
allow
the
state
to
control
shoreline
activities
through
the
development
of
standards,
the
provision
of
technical
and
financial
assistance,
and
the
assurance
that
the
responsible
local
units
of
government
will
enforce
the
programs.
The
local units
of
government
which
implement
the
Shoreland
and
Inland Lake
Programs
have
direct
planning
and
indirect
controls
over
activities
along
the shoreline.
The
Corps
of Engineers
and DNR are
responsible
for
approving
and
issuing
permits
to
conduct
any dredging activities.
DNR
requires
an en-
vironmental impact statement be written and approved before it will issue
a dredging permit.
The control of construction,
land excavation, and
dredging activities on the shoreline is one of the State of Wisconsin's
stronger programs.
EXTRACTIVE OPERATIONS
Pits and ggarries
There are no direct Federal controls over pit and quarry operations.
The control of these activities has traditionally been a function of the
states,'wit11
a minimal local input.
Under the Water Pollution Control
Act Amendment of 1972, as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977, designated
state and local agencies are responsible for development of best management
practices for extractive operations.
The U.S. Geological Survey also provides topographic and geological
information to local governments as it relates to mining operations.
Problems with regard to pits and quarries were not examined for Illi—
nois.
In Indiana, pollution problems from sand and gravel quarry operations
are minimal. Operators are not required to obtain a permit to engage in
sand and gravel and quarry operations except when those operations are located
within a floodway. In those cases, permits are issued by the DNR. Dis—
charges from sand and gravel operations, quarries, and mines must be approved
by the SPCB.
Michigan's control over pits and quarries is limited to requiring
operators of pits and quarries who discharge to have a NPDES permit.
In Minnesota, New York and Pennsylvania, pits and quarries are regu-
lated by the same authorities and statutes described in the mining section.
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Min
ima
l w
ate
r q
ual
ity
pro
ble
ms
are
gen
era
ted
as
a r
esu
lt
of
a p
it
and
qua
rry
ope
rat
ion
in
Ohi
o.
The
sta
te
doe
s n
ot
con
tro
l t
his
act
ivi
ty.
In
Wis
con
sin
, t
her
e a
re
no
pro
gra
ms
to
con
tro
l p
it
and
qua
rry
ope
ra-
tio
ns
in
ter
ms
of
non
poi
nt
pol
lut
ion
sou
rce
s.
Whi
le
the
re
are
som
e l
oca
liz
ed
pro
ble
ms
wit
h p
its
and
qua
rri
es,
it
is
not
a s
ign
ifi
can
t p
rob
lem
.
All
ope
rat
ors
who
dis
cha
rge
are
req
uir
ed
to
hav
e a
NPD
ES
per
mit
.
Mining
The
con
tro
l o
f m
ini
ng
act
ivi
tie
s h
as
tra
dit
ion
all
y b
een
a f
unc
tio
n o
f
the states with minimal local input.
Fed
era
l c
ont
rol
s d
o e
xis
t o
ver
sur
fac
e m
ini
ng.
The
Sur
fac
e M
ine
Recl
amat
ion
Act
of 1
977
esta
blis
hes
a pr
ogra
m to
regu
late
surf
ace
mini
ng
inc
lud
ing
pro
vid
ing
tec
hni
cal
ass
ist
anc
e,
and
a p
rog
ram
to
rec
lai
m a
ban
don
ed
mine
s.
The
Wate
r Po
llut
ion
Cont
rol
Act
of 1
972,
as a
mend
ed b
y th
e Cl
ean
Wat
er
Act
of
197
7 r
equ
ire
s t
he
dev
elo
pme
nt
of
bes
t m
ana
gem
ent
pra
cti
ces
for
ext
rac
tiv
e o
per
ati
ons
.
Imp
lem
ent
ati
on
of
the
bes
t m
ana
gem
ent
pra
cti
ces
will be through a permit system to be enforced through the states.
The
U.S.
Geol
ogic
al S
urve
y al
so p
rovi
des
topo
grap
hic
and
geol
ogic
al
information to lbcal governments.
Prob
lems
asso
ciat
ed w
ith
mini
ng a
ctiv
itie
s we
re n
ot e
xami
ned
for
the
state of Illinois.
In I
ndia
na,
mini
ng a
ctiv
itie
s ar
e re
gula
ted
at t
he s
tate
leve
l by
the
Depa
rtme
nt
of N
atur
al R
esou
rces
.
The
Depa
rtme
nt
is r
espo
nsib
le
for
issu
ing
mining permits, approving reclamation plans, and inspecting mine sites.
Unde
r th
e la
w, b
ackf
illi
ng a
nd g
radi
ng o
f st
rip
and
surf
ace
mini
ng a
reas
is
required. Additionally, peaks and ridges must be graded when adjacent to
publ
ic h
ighw
ays
and
dams
. B
ondi
ng i
s al
so r
equi
red
to i
nsur
e re
fore
stat
ion
and
reve
geta
tion
for
sedi
ment
cont
rol.
Mine
s ar
e in
spec
ted
afte
r th
e ar
ea
has
been
mine
d an
d re
stor
ed.
The
bond
is r
elea
sed
at t
his
time
if t
he a
rea
is satisfactorily reclaimed.
In Michigan, mining activities are regulated at the state level through
the Mine Reclamation Act of 1970. This Act applies to all open pit and
surface mining, excluding sand and gravel, peat, and clay operations. The
DNR is responsible for investigating mining activities prior to installation,
establishing regulations and issuing mining permits.
Soil erosion controls are also required through the Water Resources
Commission Act, which requires the Michigan Water Resources Commissionto
control pollution of any surface or underground waterways in the state.
This includes the regulation of pollution from mining activities. Action
by the Water Resources Commissionis typically initiated as a result ot
public complaints or the findings of special State studies. ’
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 In
Min
nes
ota
,
the
Dep
art
men
t o
f N
atu
ral
Res
our
ces
is
res
pon
sib
le
for
the
adm
ini
str
ati
on
of
the
Sta
te‘
s m
ine
rec
lam
ati
on
pro
gra
m.
The
197
3
Min
e—
lan
d
Rec
lam
ati
on
Act
req
uir
es
the
rec
lam
ati
on
of
all
cur
ren
tly
act
ive
and
any
fut
ure
met
all
ic
min
e
in
the
sta
te.
The
Dep
art
men
t
is
als
o
res
pon
sib
le
for
pro
mul
gat
ing
reg
ula
tio
ns,
iss
uin
g
per
mit
s
to
min
es
and
rev
iew
ing
min
e
rec
lam
ati
on
pla
ns.
The
reg
ula
tio
ns
for
min
e
rec
lam
ati
on
hav
e
not
yet
bee
n
drafted.
In
New
Yor
k,
all
sur
fac
e m
ini
ng
is
reg
ula
ted
by
the
Dep
art
men
t
of
En-
vir
onm
ent
al
Con
ser
vat
ion
.
The
Dep
art
men
t
is
res
pon
sib
le
for
iss
uin
g m
ini
ng
per
mit
s.
The
Dep
art
men
t
als
o
est
abl
ish
es
sta
nda
rds
for
min
ing
pra
cti
ces
,
rev
iew
s
rec
lam
ati
on
pla
ns
and
app
rov
es
ann
ual
rec
lam
ati
on
per
mit
s.
In
add
iti
on,
the
Dep
art
men
t
is
res
pon
sib
le
for
ins
pec
tio
n.
To
as
si
st
sm
al
l
op
er
at
or
s
an
d
lo
ca
l
go
ve
rn
me
nt
s
in
th
e
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
th
e
Ac
ts
,
th
e
Mi
ne
ra
l
Di
vi
si
on
ha
s
ma
de
an
ag
re
em
en
t
wi
th
SC
S
to
pr
o-
vi
de
te
ch
ni
ca
l
as
si
st
an
ce
.
Cu
rr
en
tl
y,
th
er
e
is
no
co
nt
ro
l
ov
er
ol
d
ab
an
do
ne
d
mi
ne
s
an
d
th
ey
do
no
t
co
nt
em
pl
at
e
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
co
nt
ro
ls
fo
r
the
m.
Th
is
is
pr
im
ar
il
y
be
ca
us
e
th
ey
ca
nn
ot
fu
nd
th
e
cu
rr
en
t
pr
og
ra
m
an
d
th
ey
ar
e
no
t
su
re
of
th
e
be
st
wa
y
to
co
nt
ro
l
th
e
po
ll
ut
io
n
so
ur
ce
s
fr
om
ol
d
mi
ne
s.
In
Oh
io
,
co
al
mi
ni
ng
an
d
th
e
re
cl
am
at
io
n
of
mi
ne
d
la
nd
ar
e
re
gu
la
te
d
by
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Na
tu
ra
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s,
Di
vi
si
on
of
Re
cl
am
at
io
n,
wh
ic
h
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
is
su
in
g
mi
ne
pe
rm
it
s.
Th
e
pe
rm
it
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n
re
qu
ir
es
th
at
bo
th
a
pl
an
fo
r
th
e
mi
ni
ng
op
er
at
io
n
an
d
a
pl
an
fo
r
re
cl
am
at
io
n
of
th
e
mi
ne
d
ar
ea
be
su
bm
it
te
d
fo
r
ap
pr
ov
al
.
If
th
e
ap
pl
ic
at
io
n
is
ac
ce
pt
ed
,
th
e
ap
pl
ic
an
t
mu
st
po
st
a
bo
nd
to
as
su
re
co
mp
li
an
ce
wi
th
th
e
ap
pr
ov
ed
pl
an
.
In
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
,
mi
ni
ng
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
,
wh
ic
h
in
cl
ud
e
al
l
ex
tr
ac
ti
ve
op
er
—
at
io
ns
-—
co
al
,
cl
ay
,
st
on
e,
gr
av
el
an
d
ot
he
r
ma
te
ri
al
s—
-a
re
re
gu
la
te
d
by
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
En
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s.
Th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
es
ta
bl
is
hi
ng
st
an
da
rd
s
fo
r
co
ve
ri
ng
al
l
as
pe
ct
s
of
mi
ni
ng
fr
om
op
er
at
io
n
to
re
cl
am
at
io
n.
It
is
al
so
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
is
su
in
g
pe
rm
it
s
to
co
nd
uc
t
mi
ni
ng
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
an
d
li
ce
ns
in
g
op
er
at
or
s
an
d
in
sp
ec
ti
ng
si
te
s.
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
's
st
ri
p
mi
ni
ng
la
ws
an
d
re
gu
la
ti
on
s
ar
e
co
ns
id
er
ed
th
e
st
ro
ng
es
t
in
th
e
na
ti
on
.
Un
ti
l
re
ce
nt
ly
,
th
er
e
ha
s
be
en
ve
ry
li
tt
le
mi
ni
ng
ac
ti
vi
ty
in
Wi
sc
on
-
si
n.
Ho
we
ve
r,
re
ce
nt
di
sc
ov
er
ie
s
of
la
rg
e
am
ou
nt
s
of
zi
nc
an
d
co
pp
er
in
No
rt
he
rn
Wi
sc
on
si
n
co
ul
d
le
ad
to
si
gn
if
ic
an
t
wa
te
r
qu
al
it
y
pr
ob
le
ms
as
th
ey
ar
e
de
ve
lo
pe
d.
~
In
re
sp
on
se
to
th
e
re
ce
nt
mi
ne
ra
l
fi
nd
s,
th
e
St
at
e
Le
gi
sl
at
ur
e
ha
s
en
ac
te
d
th
e
Me
ta
ll
ic
Mi
ne
ra
l
Mi
ni
ng
an
d
Re
cl
am
at
io
n
Ac
t.
Th
e
ac
t
ma
ke
s
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Na
tu
ra
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
st
an
da
rd
s
an
d
a
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
pe
rm
it
pr
og
ra
m
co
ve
ri
ng
al
l
as
pe
ct
s
of
me
ta
ll
ic
mi
ni
ng
fr
om
pr
os
pe
ct
in
g
to
th
e
re
cl
am
at
io
n
of
th
e
la
nd
at
th
e
co
nc
lu
si
on
of
mi
ni
ng
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.
In
ad
di
ti
on
,
th
e
DN
R
an
d
th
e
Ge
ol
og
ic
an
d
Na
tu
ra
l
Hi
st
or
y
Su
rv
ey
ar
e
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
a
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
st
at
e
pr
og
ra
m
id
en
ti
fy
in
g
mi
ne
ra
l
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resources and their zones of location, and financial incentives to insure
the proper development of the mineral resources with the greatest degree
of environmental protection and reclamation.
Brines from Oil and Gas
 
There are no direct Federal controls over brines from oil and gas
operations. However, the Safe Drinking Water Act, Part C, requires state
regulation of the underground injection of wastes. This includes brines
from oil and gas production if underground sources of drinking water are
threatened.
The study did not examine problems associated with brines from oil
and gas operation in Illinois.
In Indiana, oil and gas wells are regulated by the Department of Nat—
ural Resources. The Department is responsible for establishing standards
and issuing permits for drilling, operating and abandoning wells.
Addi—
tionally, it is charged with inspecting new drilling and plugging operations,
prior to abandonment, during construction of new pits and upon receipt of
a complaint.
In Michigan, oil and gas wells are regulated by the Department of
Natural Resources through the Conservation of Oil, Gas and Mineral Act.
The Department is responsible for issuing permits for drilling of oil and
gas wells.
It also provides technical assistance to complete permit appli—
cations.
In addition, the Department carries out on—site field inspections
during installation.
There are no oil and gas operations in the state of Minnesota.
Conse—
quently, further investigation in this area is unnecessary.
The plugging of oil and gas wells requires a permit in New York.
All
other operations can be completed without controls except for spacing re-
quirements between wells.
In Ohio, the Department of Natural Resources supervises and regulates
all types of oil and gas field operations.
The Department issues permits
which are required for all wells exclusive of those drilled for fresh water.
The Department also issues permits required for plugging wells.
The DNR staff inspects and supervises the drilling and plugging of
all oil and gas wells, and maintains a close lisison with oil and gas oper—
ators, municipalities and the general public.
The inspectors make an
average of 3.8 visits to a Site during a construction of a well.
Thereafter,
unless a complaint is filed, they visit the well annually.
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Gas and oil wells in Pennsylvania are regulated by the Department
of Environmental Resources.
The Department is responsible for issuing
permits for drilling of new wells and monitors well operations.
The
Department also has the authority to issue leases for exploration and
development of oil and gas wells on state forest and park lands.
Wisconsin has no controls on the disposal of brines from oil and gas
operations.
Recreation
Recreation related activities that have been identified as possible
sources of nonpoint pollution include the use of pesticides, private sewer
systems, and sedimentation runoff from specific types of recreational use.
The reader is referred to the sections on pesticides and private sewer
systems for a discussion of the controls on those respective activities.
However, it should be noted that at the federal level, with regard to pri-
vate sewage disposal, there are management practices to which the National
Park Service and the National Forest Service must adhere in terms of
the provision of sewage disposal the recreational areas that they oper—
ate.
The Water Quality Management Plans must develop plans which will
control sedimentation runoff from specific types of recreational activities.
These plans will be implemented at the local level.
The Federal government does have the authority to administer three
programs which impact nonpoint source pollution generated from specific
types of recreational uses. These are the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Program, Resource Conservation and Development Loan Program, and the
Coastal Zone Management Program. The Land and Water Conservation Act
requires permits for specific types of uses in the National Park System,
and grants to states for the planning, acquisition and development of
outdoor recreation facilities. For the state to be eligible and to receive
a grant, it must complete a comprehensive state outdoor recreation plan
identifying where recreation activities will be pursued and what kind.
The Resource Conservation and Development Loan Program provides tech—
nical cost share and loan assistance to public agenciesand others for
public water—based recreation facility development. The program requires
the development of a plan showing the development of a specific recrea-
tion
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Recreational activities and development related to them have a very
minimal impact on Illinois' lakeshore. The problems that do exist are
localized in nature and generally can be corrected through increased em—
phasis on the operation and maintenance of recreational facilities. The
implementation funding that is available through the Federal Coastal Zone
Management Program will be used to improve the operation and maintenance
of the existing recreation facilities.
In Indiana, there has been no detectable degradation of land and
adj
ace
nt
wat
ers
cau
sed
by
rec
rea
tio
nal
lan
d u
ses
.
The
dev
elo
pme
nt
of
regulations regarding recreational activities is not a high priority issue
compared to other land use activities affecting water quality.
In Michigan, existing control of recreational activities that could
impact water quality include: zoning and subdivision control powers, the
Shoreland and Flood Plain Zoning Program, and the Coastal Zone Management
Program. The Sediment Control Act also applies to development of recrea-
tional areas. This Act requires that the developer of the recreational
area receive a permit prior to construction. There are no known require—
ments for the operation of a recreational area once it has been developed.
The Coastal Zone Management Program, administered by the DNR, is
designed to assist local communities in controlling recreation activities
so that the environment is not adversely impacted. This assistance is both
technical and financial.
The Department of Natural Resources in Minnesota is responsible for
regulating recreationactivities in the state. The Department is respon—
sible for preparing a detailed resource management plan for 20 major
recreational units. These plans will determine the units' best recrea—
tional uses and how to best manage their resources. The Department has
completed the requirement of classifying each of the units, and has pre—
pared a summary of each decision for legislative review. Rules and
regulations have been established for the administration of Natural and
Recreational State parks. The Department is also responsible for admini-
stering the Wild and Scenic Rivers program. Under this program, management
plans are prepared for rivers that are designated as wild and scenic.
Recreational activities in the state of New York are regulated by
two agencies: the Adirondack Park Agency and the Department of Environ—
mental Conservation.
The Adirondack Park Agency has legislative authority to carry out
and regulate recreation within its boundaries. Most of the State parks
and the developed areas of the APA have extensive water quality regulations
controlling lodges, campgrounds and other facilities provided for the
public.
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The Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC),
the APA and
municipal governments, where appropriate,
are responsible for protecting
classified rivers from activities,
i.e.,
recreational uses affecting the
stream banks.
DEC and APA are required by law to make and enforce regulations
necessary to manage, protect, enhance, and control land use in a corridor
(up to one mile wide outside of Adirondack Park and one—half mile inside)
along rivers designated in the State system.
The Stream Protection Law also provides authority to classify streams
in terms of recreational uses. This Act requires that a permit be obtained
for the crossing or use of the stream. Currently, there is no monitoring
or enforcement of the activities of the permits that are issued.
In Ohio, the control of recreational activities falls under the more
generalized controls given to the local units of government. These are
the zoning powersof the general purpose governments, the building inspec—
tion programs, and the Soil and Water Conservation District's programs.
Currently, there are no recreation land use activities creating major
environmental problems in the state.
In Pennsylvania, there has been no significant degradation of land
and adjacent waters caused byrecreational land uses. The problems that
do exist are localized and are related to specific types of activities--
i.e., dirt bikes, snowmobiling, hiking. These problems do not occur
throughout the year.
In Wisconsin, the control of pollution that results from recreational
activities falls under the more generalized controls given to local units
of government. There are zoning powers, shoreland and flood plain zoning,
building inspection programs, and conservation programs of the Soil and
Water Conservation Districts. No recreation land use activities are
creating water quality problems.
LAKESHORE AND RIVERBANK EROSION
The Federal government has several programs which can control erosion
from lakeshores and riverbanks. The Soil and Water Conservation Program
administered by the Soil Conservation Service provides assistanceto indi-
viduals and local units of government for reducing lakeshore or riverbank
erosion from different types of activities.
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of flood control projects, the Corps of Engineers maintains prime re-
sponsibility and provides educational and technical assistance services
to local jurisdictions on how to control and prevent floods.
The Coastal Zone Management Act establishes the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Program, which requires each state to develop land use control
programs along their coastlines. The implementation of the plans developed
by the states, beginning in 1978, should result in a more uniform control
of lakeshore erosion than currently exists. Currently, Indiana, New York,
Ohio and Pennsylvania have no specific statewide control over the develop—
ment of the lakeshore. These controls are left to the local jurisdictions
through their planning, zoning, and subdivision control powers. The
states of Michigan, Minnesota.and Wisconsin all have Shoreland and Flood
Plain Zoning Programs which require local jurisdictions to develop zoning
programs which meet state standards and are approved by the states. These
zoning programs control development activities in the shoreland and flood
plain areas and are a model for the Coastal Zone Management Programs.
 
The Illinois Coastal Zone Management Program has completed a detailed
study of shoreland erosion problems in Illinois. From this study, legis—
lation was drafted (Illinois Coastal Zone Management Act) that would
establish a partnership between state and local governments to control
construction and land modification activities and thus reduct erosion along
the shoreline of Lake Michigan. This Act is currently before the Illinois
General Assembly.
There are two pieces of legislation in Indiana that provide authority
to regulate lakeshore and riverbank erosion. They are the Flood Plain
Management Act, and the Flood Control Act, as amended. Under the Flood
Plain Management Act, the Department of Natural Resources has the authority
to assist local governmental units in identifying and delineating flood
hazard areas and to prepare a statewide Flood Plain Management Program.
The Act gives local governmental units the authority to pass flood plain
management ordinances.
Under the Flood Control Act, the Natural Resources Commission has the
authority to adopt rules and regulations with regard to alteration of a
natural or present water courses. Any person engaging in erecting or
maintaning a floodway as a permanent resident must have a permit which is
issued by the NRC.
In Michigan the responsibility for controlling lakeshore and riverbank
erosion is divided between state and local governments. Authorities are
derived from the Natural Rivers Act, local zoning and subdivision controls,
Inland Lakes and Stream Act, the Shoreland Protection and Management Act,
and the Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act.
In Minnesota, the responsibility for regulating lakeshore and riverbank
erosion is divided between the Department of Natural Resources, municipali—
ties, and counties. Under the Shoreland Management Act, the Department of
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Natural Resources (DNR) is responsible for promulgating standards and
criteria regarding land use, subdivision, and development of shoreland
areas. Local governments are required to adopt zoning ordinances con—
sistent with the standards.
In New York, the Department of Environmental Conservation has the
ability to control lakeshore and riverbank erosion through its work in
flood hazard areas. However, the Department is primarily concerned with
flood control work and any impact onwater quality is indirect. The
passage of a sediment control act should impactlakeshore and riverbank
erosion. This category is also tied to the control of runoff and the
adequate control of land use through zoning and subdivision authority.
In Ohio, erosion from the natural actions of a lake or river, and how
to control it, has not yet been determined. This includes identification
of the relationships between various different land use activities and their
indirect impact on lakes and streams. Without such a determination, con-
trols cannot be developed. The Contractor was unableto identify any
specific controls for lakeshore or riverbank erosion in the state.
In Pennsylvania, the Clean Streams Act does give the state authority
to control all activities in the vicinity of a stream so that specific
permits must be obtained prior to any of man's earth moving activities
that would impact on a stream or the lakeshore.
In Wisconsin, the erosion program for inland lakes is part of a gen—
eral sedimentation control program for the lake. There is no differentiation
made between lakeshore erosion and the erosion caused from land use
activities within a lake district. This makes it virtually impossible to
evaluate how effective the Public Inland Lake Protection and Rehabilitation
Program is in controlling lakeshore erosion. The Contractor was unable
to identify any controls for riverbank erosion in the state. The Shore-
land and Flood Plain Zoning Act controls activities along the lakeshore
so that erosion should be controlled.
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The National Forest Act controls the use, occupation, and cutting
of timber in national forests. The U.S. Forest Service regulates
these activities. Regulation is based on the concept of multiple use.
Grazing on federal lands is also controlled and is based on the concept
of the highest use of the land as well as the multiple use concept and
water quality is a minimal consideration.
To graze livestock on federal
lands, a permit is required which usually runs for 10 years. The permit
identifies the locations, the seasons of use, and the land capacity for
the grazing to be carried out.
The study did not address forest area activities for the state of
Illinois.
In Indiana, the Department of Natural Resources has the responsibility
of regulating forestry activities in the state. The Department is currently
completing erosion studies to determine critical sediment loss from diff-
erent forest practices. The focus of the Department's work has historically
been on production rather than conservation of water quality. Most of the
timber production occurs in southern Indiana-
According to state officials in Michigan, increases in the amount of
timber cutting will not lead to serious increases in sedimentation.
Michigan's forests are, in the first place, usually well—suited for logging
operations. Their soils are generally not highly erodible. Furthermore,
the size of individual clearcuts will probably decrease and be more care—
fully tailored to the landscape so that harvesting on state forests and,
to a lesser degree, on private lands will be similar to federal guidelines,
which call for a maximum of 25 acre cuts on national forests.
The greatest potential for sedimentation in Michigan comes from haul
roads (especially at stream corssings) and skid trails. Although the
harvest area itself is exempt from the provisions of the Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation Act, haul roads to and from the area are subject to this law.
The application of permit requirements of the Act is expected to provide
better controls over the construction and maintenance of roads.
In Minnesota, forestry activities are regulated by the DNR. The
Department is responsible for operating a forest products utilization and
marketing program. It provides technical assistance and services to
improve the utilization and marketing of Minnesota's forest resources.
Forestry activities in New York are jointly regulated by the Depart-
ment of Environmental Conservation and local units of government. The
Department sets timber cutting standards for good forestry practices which
apply to private and public land. These standards look at forest areas as
multiple use areas and they consider water quality.
Woodland owners are
not required to follow these practices. The Department also provides
technical assistance to woodland owners developing management plans.
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 Local
governments
have
the
authority
to
adopt
ordinances
controlling
timber
cutting.
Few
ordinances
have
beenadopted.
Those
that
do
exist
are
designed
to
control
growth
in
newly
developing
areas
by
requiring
permits
for
removing
trees
that
exceed
a
designated
trunk
size.
In
Ohio,
the
Department
of
Natural
Resources
is
the
lead
agency
in
regulating
forestry
activities.
The
Department
establishes
guidelines
for
good
forestry
practices
and
operates
a
tax
incentive
program
which
pro-
vides
woodland
owners
who
agree
to
operate
and
maintain
their
property
according
to
certain
standards
a
50%
tax
reduction.
The
owners
are
re-
quired
to
submit
a
management
plan
for
approval
to
the
Forest
Service.
The program is voluntary.
In
Pennsylvania,
the
Department
of Environmental
Conservation
regu-
lates
the
State's
forestry
activities.
The Department
establishes
guidelines
for
timber
cutting
and designates
areas
for
special
uses
such
as natural areas,
parks, picnic areas and administrative areas.
These
areas are not to be managed for timber products.
All the timber that is
to be sold is marked or designated in accordance with approved silvicul—
tural practices by the local Forestry Service.
The Forester is also
responsible for making sure specifications for haul roads, skid roads and
drainage structures are completed before the sale operations begin.
The Department also participates in cost sharing programs with wood—
land owners.
Professional guidance is available from the District
Forester for a range of forestry activities:
salvage cutting, crop tree
selection, harvest and regeneration betterment, and timber stand improve-
ments.
The Bureau of Forestry also conducts training classes in lumber,
log and tree grading.
In Wisconsin no controls of wildlife management or woodland grazing
on State or county lands have been identified from a water quality stand-
point. Timber production in public forests is controlled by a set of
regulations which require that a permit be obtained prior to cutting. To
obtain the permit, a plan must be submitted that reflects the work pro-
posed to be done and limits any clear cutting to a maximum of 50 acres.
  
 APPENDIX A
ALTERNATI
VE PROVI
SIONS
For Use With The
MODEL STATE ACT FOR SOIL EROSION AND SEOIMENT CONTROL
During the course of seminars conducted by the National Association oi Conser-
vation Districts in over forty states for the purpose of examining the provisions
of the Model Act for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control, it became apparent that
some alternative wording might better meet the needs of some states. Such alter-
native language has been developed by NACD with respect to those provisions of the
Model Act which had presented questions of interpretation at these meetings. The
alternative language does not change the basic intent of the Model Act provisions,
but is suggested with the hope that it will clarify their intent, as well as help
meet needs which may arise in relation to Section 208 Water Quality Management
under P. L. 92-500.
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the "Commission," and the [soil and water conservation districts).
hereinafter referred to as “districts,” in cooperation with counties,
municipalities, and other local governments and subdivisions of this
State. and other public and private entities, a statewide comprehen-
sive and coordinated erosion and sediment control program/f'o'"c?)'ﬁ7""""""'""'t° rem‘ce damage from Stomwater runOff' to
serve and protect land, water, air, and other resources of the State. retard nonpoint pollution from sediment and
related p
ollutants
,and
Section 2. [Deﬁnitions.]
(3) “Land-disturbing acitivity" means any land change which may
result in soil erosion from water or wind and the movement of sediments ----------_-- and sedjment rented Donutants
into state waters or onto lands in the State, including, but not limited
to, tilling, clearing, grading. excavating, transporting, and filling
of land, other than federal lands, except that the term shall not
include such minor land-disturbing activities as home gardens and
individual home landscaping, repairs, and maintenance work.
(b) "Person" means any individual, partnership, ﬁrm, associa-
tion. joint venture, public or private corporation, trust, estate,
commission, board, public or private institution, utility, cooperative,
municipality, or other political subdivision of this State, any inter-
state body, or any other legal entity.
(c) “State waters“ means any and all waters, public or private,
on the surface of the ground, which are contained within, flow through,
or border upon the State of[
] or any portion thereof.
(d) “Erosion
and
sediment
control
plan"
or
“plan”
means
a
plan
for the
control of soil erosion‘and
sediment Iresu'liing- rBEf'a"""""""""
and
sediment
related
pOHUtants
-
ac‘ivny/.-—--—--------‘--"-"““"“_--------""’"',
(e) “Conservation
standards”
or
“standards”
means
standards
rented
to
a new
land
disturbing
acuvny'
adopted by the Commission or the districts pursuant to Sections 3 and 4.
respectively, of this Act.
.
(f) "Soil erosion" means the wearing away of land by the
action of wind, water, ice, gravity or a combination thereof
(g) "Sediment" means solid particulate matter, mineral or
organic. that has been deposited in water, is in suspension
in water. is being transported, or has been removed from
its site of origin by the processes of soil erosion and
stormwater runoff.
(h) "Sediment related pollutants" means substances such as
nutrients, pestici
des, pathogens, a
nd organic materi
als whic
are t
ransm
itted
with
or in
assoc
iatio
n wit
h sed
iment
. I
t al
means salts in irrigation return flows and animal wastes.
(i;
"Enduring practices“ means those conservation practices
wh ch have a useful life of at least ten years and which
have substantial public benefits.
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Section 3. [State Erosion and Sediment Control Program]
(a) The (‘ommission shall, in cooperation with the [state water
quality control agency] ,and other appropriate state and federal
agencies. develop and coordinate a comprehensive stat;_gr_qsimm--_---.---to carry out
thepolicy stated in section one.
sediment Control program/To assist in the development of such a pro-
gram, the Commission shall name an advisory board of not less than 7
nor more than ll members, representing such interests as housing,
ﬁnancing.
industry, agriculture,
recreation, and
local governments,
and
their planning,
transportation. health, public works, and
zonin
commissions or agencies.
'
(b) To implement this program, the Commission shall develop and
adopt by [idate)] guidelines foe-erosion-and-sediment-eontrol: which
guidelines may be revised from time to time as may be necessary.
Before
adopting
or
revising
guidelines the
Commission
shall, after
giving due
notice,’ conduct
public
hearings on
the proposed guide-
lines or proposed change in existing guidelines. The guidelines for
carrying out the program shall:
(i) be based upon relevant physical and developmental information
concerning the watersheds and drainage basins of the State, including,
but not limited to, data relating to land use, soils, hydrology, geology,
size of land area being disturbed, proximate water bodies and their
characteristics, transportation, and public facilities and services;
(2) include such survey of lands and waters as may be deemed ap-
propriate by the Commission or required by any applicable law to
identify areas, including multijurisdictional
and watershed areas, with
critical erosion and sediment problems; and
(3) contain conservation
standards for various types of soils and
land
uses.
which
standards
shall
include
criteri_a,__t_eghtli_gygs
and
methods for the control of erosion-Land- sediment/resulting“th
disturbing-activities.-
(c) The
prOgram
and guidelines shall be made available for public
inspection at the office of the Commission.
Section 4. [District Erosion and Sediment Control Program]
(a) Each district in the State shall, within [
] year(s) after
the adoption of the state guidelines, develop and adopt a soil erosion
and
sediment control
program
consistent
with
the state program
and
guidelines for-tros'iurra‘nd’sedhnent-eomrol: To
assist in developing its
programfeach district shall name
an advisory committee of not less than
7
nor
more
than
ll
members
representing
such
interests
as
housing,
financing.
industry.
agriculture,
recreation,
and
local
governments.
and
their
planning.
transportation,
health.
public
works.
and
zoning
'Districts laws generally contain a definition of “due notice." If the law does not contain such a
definition. one shoutd be included in Section 2 of this Act.
, and sediment related pollutants.
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co
mm
is
si
on
s
or
ag
en
ci
es
.
Up
on
th
e
re
qu
es
t
of
a
dis
tri
ct
th
e
Co
mm
is
si
on
sha
ll
ass
ist
in
th
e
pr
ep
ar
at
io
n
of
th
e
dis
tri
ct‘
s
pr
og
ra
m.
Up
on
ad
op
-
tio
n
of
its
pr
og
ra
m,
the
dis
tri
ct
sha
ll
su
bm
it
the
pr
og
ra
m
to
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
for
re
vi
ew
an
d
ap
pr
ov
al
.
If
a
dis
tri
ct
fai
ls
to
su
bm
it
a
pr
og
ra
m
to
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
wi
th
in
the
pe
ri
od
sp
ec
iﬁ
ed
her
ein
,
the
Co
m-
.mi
ssi
on
sha
ll.
aft
er
suc
h
hea
rin
gs
or
con
sul
tat
ion
s
as
it
de
em
s
app
ro-
pri
ate
wit
h
the
var
iou
s
loc
al
int
ere
sts
in
the
dis
tri
ct,
dev
elo
p
an
d
ado
pt
an
app
rop
ria
te
pro
gra
m
to
be
car
rie
d o
ut
by
the
dist
rict
. I
n a
rea
s
wh
er
e
the
re
is
no
dis
tri
ct,
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
sha
ll
des
ign
ate
a
loc
al
uni
t
of
gen
era
l
go
ve
rn
me
nt
su
ch
as
a
co
un
ty
,
mun
ici
pal
ity
,
to
wn
,
par
ish
,
bor
oug
h,
or
to
wn
sh
ip
to
dev
elo
p,
ado
pt,
an
d
car
ry
out
the
ero
sio
n
and
sed
ime
nt
con
tro
l
pro
gra
m
and
exe
rci
se
the
resp
onsi
bili
ties
of
a
dist
rict
wit
h r
esp
ect
the
ret
o, a
s p
rov
ide
d i
n th
is A
ct.
(b)
To
car
ry
out
its
pro
gra
m
the
dis
tri
ct
sha
ll,
wit
hin
[
]
yea
r(s
)
aft
er
the
pr
og
ra
m
has
bee
n
ap
pr
ov
ed
by
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
,
es-
tab
lis
h,
con
sis
ten
t
wit
h t
he
sta
te
pro
gra
m
and
gui
del
ine
s,
con
ser
vat
ion
sta
nda
rds
for
var
iou
s
typ
es
of
soi
ls
and
lan
d
use
s,
whi
ch
sta
nda
rds
shal
l
inc
lud
e
crit
eria
,
gui
del
ine
s,
tec
hpi
qtl
esh
and
met
hqd
§_f
9L-
Ult
-L-
---
---
---
con
tro
l
of
ero
sio
n,
and
»
se
di
me
nt
/m
uk
kg
-ﬁ
on
r-
md
is
tm
bi
ng
'
Su
ch
con
s'e
'rv
ati
on
sta
nda
rds
ma
y
be
rev
ise
d
fr
om
tim
e
to
tim
e
as
ma
y
be
nec
ess
ary
.
Bef
ore
ado
pti
ng
or
rev
isi
ng
con
ser
vat
ion
sta
nda
rds
,
the
dis
tri
ct
sha
ll,
aft
er
giv
ing
due
not
ice
,
con
duc
t
a
pub
lic
hea
rin
g
on
the
pro
pos
ed
con
ser
vat
ion
sta
nda
rds
or
pro
pos
ed
cha
nge
s in
exis
ting
stan
dard
s.
(c)
Th
e
pro
gra
m
and
con
ser
vat
ion
sta
nda
rds
sha
ll
be
ma
de
ava
ila
ble
for
pub
lic
ins
pec
tio
n at
the
pri
nci
pal
ofﬁ
ce
of
the
dist
rict
.
Sec
tio
n
5.
[Pr
ohi
bit
ed
La
nd
~Di
st
urb
in
g A
cti
vit
ies
]
(a)
Eac
epb
-ay
-pr
ovi
ded
-in
-su
bse
ct-
ion
--(
e)-
ef-
+hi
s-1
eet
ion:/
ntr
per
son
ma
y
eng
age
in
any
lan
d-d
ist
urb
ing
act
ivi
ty
unt
il
he
has
sub
-
mit
ted
to
the
dist
rict
a p
lan
for
ero
sio
n a
nd
sed
ime
nt
con
tro
l f
or
suc
h
lan
d-d
ist
urb
ing
act
ivi
ty
and
suc
h
pla
n
has
bee
n
rev
iew
ed
and
app
rov
ed
by
the
dis
tri
ct,
exc
ept
tha
t (
I)
wh
en
pro
pos
ed
lan
d-d
ist
urb
ing
act
ivi
tie
s
are
to
be
per
for
med
on
stat
e l
and
s o
r b
y o
r o
n b
eha
lf
of
a s
tate
age
ncy
,
pla
ns
for
ero
sio
n a
nd
sed
ime
nt
con
tro
l s
hal
l b
e s
ubm
itt
ed
to
the
Co
m-
mis
sio
n i
nst
ead
of
the
dis
tri
ct
for
rev
iew
and
app
rov
al,
and
(2)
whe
re
lan
d-d
ist
urb
ing
acti
viti
es
inv
olv
e
lan
ds
in
mor
e
tha
n
one
dist
rict
.
pla
ns
for
ero
sio
n a
nd
sed
ime
nt
con
tro
l m
ay,
as
an
alt
ern
ati
ve
to
sub
-
mis
sio
n t
o e
ach
dist
rict
con
cer
ned
.
be
sub
mit
ted
to
the
Com
mis
sio
n
for
rev
iew
and
app
rov
al.
(b)
Up
on
sub
mis
sio
n.
of
/a
n-
em
io
rr
-o
nd
-s
ed
im
-e
vn
tr
ol
pla
n
to
a di
stri
ct o
r to
the
Com
mis
sio
n:
a
n
d
s
e
d
1
m
e
n
t
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
.
-
-
-
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-
u
-
-
-
n
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-
-
-
-
N
o
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-
-
-
-
-
-
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Q
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(l)
the
dis
tri
cts
sha
ll
rev
iew
pla
ns
su
bm
it
te
d
to
it
an
d
sha
ll
app
rov
e
an
y
suc
h
pla
n
if
it
det
erm
ine
s
tha
t
the
pla
n
mee
ts
the
con
-
ser
vat
ion
sta
nda
rds
of
the
dis
tri
ct.
an
d
if
the
per
son
res
pon
sib
le
for
car
ryi
ng
out
the
pla
n
cer
tif
ies
tha
t
he
wil
l
pro
per
ly
per
for
m
the
«os
ion
-«r
-ml
-se
éin
mn-
eom
rol
mea
sur
es
inc
lud
ed
in
the
pla
n
an
d w
ill
con
for
m t
o t
he
pro
vis
ion
s o
f t
his
Act
;
(2)
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
sha
ll
rev
iew
pla
ns
sub
mit
ted
to
it
an
d
sha
ll
app
rove
any
such
plan
if i
t de
term
ines
that
the
plan
is a
deq
uat
e i
n
cons
ider
atio
n of
the
Com
mis
sio
n‘s
guid
elin
es a
nd
the
cons
erva
tion
stan
d-
ards
of
the
dist
rict
or
dist
rict
s i
nvol
ved,
and
if
the
pers
on
re-
spon
sibl
e f
or
carr
ying
out
the
plan
cert
ifie
s t
hat
he
will
prop
erly
perf
orm
the
cons
erva
tion
mea
sure
s i
nclu
ded
in t
he p
lan
and
will
con-
for
m to
the
prov
isio
ns o
f th
is A
ct.
(C)
Wh
en
a
pla
n
sub
mit
ted
for
app
rov
al
und
er
thi
s
sec
tio
n
is
foun
d. u
pon
revi
ew
by
a di
stri
ct o
r th
e C
omm
iss
ron
. t
o be
inad
equa
te,
the
dist
rict
or
the
Com
mis
sio
n,
as
the
case
may
be,
may
requ
ire
such
modi
ﬁcat
ions
. t
erms
. a
nd
cond
itio
ns
as
will
perm
it
appr
oval
of
the
plan.
(d)
An
appr
oved
plan
may
be c
hang
ed
by
the
distr
ict
whic
h h
as
app
rov
ed
the
plan
or b
y th
e Co
mmi
ssi
on
whe
n it
has
app
rov
ed
the
plan
.
where:
(l)
insp
ecti
on
has
reve
aled
the
inad
equa
cy
of
the
plan
to
ac-
comp
lish
the
cre
sie
n-a
nd-
aed
ime
ne-
mro
l-
obje
ctiv
es
of
the
plan
,
and
appr
opri
ate
modi
fica
tion
s t
o c
orre
ct
the
defi
cien
cies
of
the
plan
are
agre
ed t
o by
the
plan
-app
rovi
ng a
utho
rity
and
the
pers
on r
espo
nsib
le
for c
arry
ing
out
the
plan;
or
(2)
the
pers
on
resp
onsi
ble
for
carr
ying
out
the
app
rov
ed
plan
find
s th
at
beca
use
of
cha
nge
d c
ircu
msta
nces
or
for
othe
r r
easo
ns
the
app
rov
ed
plan
cann
ot
be
effe
ctiv
ely
carr
ied
out,
and
pro
pos
ed
ame
nd-
men
ts
to
the
plan
, c
onsi
sten
t w
ith
the
requ
irem
ents
of
this
Act.
are
agre
ed
to
by
the
plan
-app
rovi
ng
auth
orit
y a
nd
the
pers
on
resp
onsi
ble
for
carr
ying
out
the
plan
.
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calming- 4 a -(he 48900-"99 dam-permits-and me
-not-kneaded-hr other-
w-isc-aﬂoca- themmnmm-For-eueh-mméts.
'This section is deleted and its substance
incorporated in the next section.
ScﬂkN‘z/Eif----------------------,--------------------——-5----6.
[compliance
Requirements
-
Monitoring,
Reports.
“Moving.- Repona-and-h
a
r
e
m
]
and Inspections.)
(a) Land disturbinq activities involving agricultural
or silvicultural activities.
Any person owning, occupying,
or operating private agricultural
and silvicultural
lands
who has a farm or ranch conservation plan approved by the
district and is implementing and maintaining such plan
with respect to normal agricultural and silvicultural
activities, or any person whose normal agricultural
and
silvicultural
practices
are
in
conformance
with
the
c0nser-
vation
standards
established
pursuant
to
this
Act,
shall
be
deemed
to
be
in
compliance
with
the
requirements
of
the
act
for
an
approved
erosion
and
sediment
control
plan.
If
there
is
not
available
to
any
such
owner,
operator,
or
occupier
at
least
50
percent
cost-sharing
assistance
or
technical
assistance
for
the
installation
of
enduring
measure
which
are
required
in
an
approved
farm
or
ranch
conservatior
plan,
or
for
measures
to
conform
agricultural
and
silvicul-
tural
practices
to
conservation
standards
established
pursuant
to
this
Act,
any
such
owner,
occupier,
or
operator
who
shall
fail
to
install
such
measures
shall
not
be
deemed
to
be
in
violation
of
the
Act
and
subject
to
penalties
under
this
Act.
In
connection
with
such
agriclutural
or
silvi-
cultural
operations,
the
district,
or
the
commission
where
appropriate.
may.
upon
its
own
motion
or
upon
receipt
of
a
complaint,
make
soch
on
site
inspeCtions
as
are
deemed
necessary
to
determine
whether
the
operations
are
being
carried
out
in accordance with
the conservation
plan
or with
the
conservation
standards
established
pursuant
to this
Act.
 
 On site inspections may be made after notice to the resi-
dent owner; operator. or occupier of the land involved,
and such person s
hall be given an
opportunity to ac
com-
pany the inspector. lf_such inspections reveal that an
owner. op
erator, o
r occupie
r of agri
cultural
or silvic
ultural
lands is not comp
lying with the ap
proved farm or ra
nch
conservat
ion plan
or is not
carrying
out his a
gricultur
al
and silvicultural
practices in conf
ormance with cons
ervation
standards
establish
ed pursua
nt to thi
s Act, su
ch owner,
operator, or occu
pier shall be not
ified by register
ed mail
addressed
to him at
his usual
abode or
customary
place of
business
of the me
asures ne
eded for
complianc
e. Such
notice
shall req
uire that
such resi
dent owne
r, occupi
er, or op
erator
shall commence suc
h measures within
6 months from the
date oi
the notic
e and sha
ll comple
te the sa
me within
12 months
of
such date
. Upon
failure t
o comply
with such
notice, t
he
‘
owner,
occupi
er, or
operat
or wil
l be d
eemed
in vio
lation
of
>
this Act
and subje
ct to the
penalties
provided
by this A
ct.
(a)
d-dislurbing activities “where
i d
respect to approved plans {or erosion and sediment control in connec-
requ‘ re '
2
3
4
tion
w'th
l
d-d'
'
' "
'
'
'
5
1 an isturbing activmes yhﬁh__involye_tl'iiJssy-angg_9_f_3________under other laws ’
6
7
8
grading,
building.
or
other
permit] the
permit-issuing
authority
shall/
provide for periodic inspections
of the land-disturbing activity to "u"
reqmre that an
erosmn and sadiment cantor] mans
insure compliance with the approved
plan, and to determine whether the
measures
required
in the plan are effective in controlling erosion and
9
sediment resulting
from
the
land-disturbing
activities.
Notice
of such
10
right
of
inspection
shall
be
included
in
the
permit.
if
the
permit-
ll
issuing
authority
determines
that
the
permittee
has
failed
to
comply
l2
with
the
plan.
the
authority
shall
immediately
serve
upon
the
permittee
l]
by
registered
mail
to
the
address
specified
by
the
permittee
in
his
14
permit
application
a
notice
to comply.
Such
notice
shall set forth
the-
IS
measures needed
to come
into compliance with such plan and shall specify
l6
the time
within
which such
measures shall be completed.
if the permittee
i7
fail: to
comply
within
the
time
specified.
he
shall
be
deemed
to
be
in
all
vi-rt'ztion
of
this
Act
an“;
won
conviction
shall
be
sutﬁoet
to
the
I.
penalties
provided
by
l
b
‘
5
.
approved by the district be submitted with the permit
application. Such authority shall also
--" t------
-_-------_——--
--------------
. c
20 (by Other land-dismrbing activities. -exeepe-agriem-ana
( )
2i {emery-«warms.- With respect to approved plans for erosion
22 and sediment control in connection with all other land-disturbing
23 activities,mapuagrictdwzal-.and.-famung-opcrationsp the district.
24 or the commission in connection with plans approved by it, may require
25 of the person responsible for carrying.o_u_t_t_h_e_pla_n_sugl1_mgnngijng__-..
26 and reports. and may/milie'sucliB-n-site inspections after notice to the
27 resident owner. occupier, or operator, as are deemed necessary to
28 determine whether the soil erosion and sediment control measures re-
29 quired by the approved plan are being properly performed. and whether
30 such measures are effective in controlling soil erosion and sediment
3l resulting from the land-disturbing activity. Such resident owner,
32 occupier. or operator shall be given an opportunity to accompany the
33
inspectors.
if it is determined
that there is failure to comply with
‘
34
the approved
plan, the district, or the Commission
where appropriate,
35
shall
serve
upon
the
person
who
is responsible
for carrying
out
the
36
approved
plan
a
notice
to
comply,
setting
forth the
measures
needed
37
to be
taken and
specifying the time in which
such
measures shall be
38
completed.
Such
notice
shall
be
by
registered
mail
to
the
person
re-
39
sponsible for carrying
out
the
plan
at
the
address specified
by
him
in
40
his
certiﬁcation
at
the
time
of
obtaining
his
approved
plan.
Upon
4i
failure
of such
person
to
comply
within
the
specified
period,
he
will
3"
42
be
deemed
to
be
in violation
of the Act
and
subject
to the
penalties
‘9
43
provided by the Act.
44
MJngJ-wal--a»d-[ar:suy-oopanati0m:-Witlh--respect-1a
45
agriculture-i-and'-forestry-operatimrs:-rhe-district-shaH-lrave-authority
46
«admire err-snitc- inspections-to- deteemine- if—the-approveé {at-m or-raneh
47 «NMHHVﬁﬁeﬁiﬂan-E-bdng-RﬂbMed:«wravhsodﬂwnrarrmrsmﬁrtﬁuh
This subsection has been incorporated into subsection
48
-to--dotermine-if-t«he-egrieultura-l-and-{erostry-«praeti
oes-aso-being
(a)
49
-oa£r-ied- -9ut- -in - eenf-‘osmaneo- -with - censorvatkMr-standmds-ostablisiied
50
wsua-m-to-tHs-th-On-site-inepoctions-may-bo-ma<k~a£topna
ico40
5 l
aha—r.esidcat.mnerr-opesawsp-ox-occupier—d-the.4and.-iauolud.
-and
52
.such.pcxmshallbeqivenan.opportunityao.accomptmy.the.impe
otos
S3
.1f_s.uchJaspectionsuveathat.an-owner..npe£atnc,cnmupies.
nf.agxi-
54
.culuuaLoeJocestryJamdst.mLcompLyingauittheapprovuLfarmu
$5
ﬁneh-eonsemﬁoa-«pimror-ésm-emyhg-out-his-sgrioulmal—«d
56
Josestr-y-pmetioes—in—omfomanoo-with-oomorwtionWiseueblis
lnd
57
wsuantdo-Jhis-Aet.—such-owaos.-oporatmror-oooupior-sholl-
bo-notia
58
Jiod-by-rogistcmLMl—addremd-ta-Mmal-his-usualahodoos-oue
tomr’”
59
ﬁance—Mm»
-of-the-mawcsmdedJams-pliant.- Suchmice
1
60
.shall-:eqiuse..thaL-such-scum-mhmupier.-m-opuatormshall
6|
'cvrrrmenee-such-measureswithirro-months-fmnrthc'date-vf
'the-naticeI
62
mrd-simil-canpicn-riu-s-mcwirinnd-Z-mnnths-of-suctrdme
rﬂponiai‘iure
53
4o-eemtply-4vimmhmmioor4M-ownor1-oocupieo:oe-oporukw-willv-
bc
(‘4
Muted-in-Mohtian-aLtbiu-Aot—and-whjootdoubts-penalties-p
roukkd
('5
~5y-vho-Aslw
, upon its own ini
tiative or upon r
eceipt of a compl
aint.
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nt
con
tro
l
wit
h
res
pec
t
to
lan
d-d
ist
urb
ing
act
ivi
tie
s
on
lan
ds
5
wh
ic
h
ar
e u
nd
er
the
jur
isd
ict
ion
of
su
ch
fed
era
l a
ge
nc
y.
Section 8. [Ordi
nances by Local G
overnmental Units,
]
Local governmental
units, such as co
unties and municip
al-
ities may, under
authority of this
Act or other auth
ority, .
enact ordinances requiring local programs consistent with,
and not less strict than, the requirements of this Act and
the guidelines and standards promulgated pursuant thereto.
--
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-
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-
_
-
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a
1
Se
ct
io
n
9.
[F
in
an
ci
al
an
d
Ot
he
r
As
si
st
an
ce
.)
/T
ﬁe
'C
om
mi
ss
io
n
(
)
2
an
d
th
e
di
st
ri
ct
s
ar
e
au
th
or
iz
ed
to
re
ce
iv
e
fr
om
fe
de
ra
l,
st
at
e,
or
ot
he
r
3
pu
bl
ic
or
pr
iv
at
e
so
ur
ce
s
ﬁn
an
ci
al
.
te
ch
ni
ca
l,
or
ot
he
r
as
si
st
an
ce
fo
r
4
us
e
in
ac
co
mp
li
sh
in
g
th
e
pu
rp
os
es
of
th
is
Ac
t.
A
-
l
O
(b) The Commission is authorized to make grants
of funds to districts to carry outthe purposes of this Act,
including, but not limited to, cost sharing assistance for
enduring
measures.
Section l
0 [Compla
ints) An
y person
claiming
damage because of
sediment or sedim
ent related pollu
tants
from an eroding area or from any land-disturbing activity
may file a written complaint with the permit-issuing
authority in connection with an activity where a permit
is issued, with the Commission in connection with
plans approved of it, or with the appropirate district.
Upon receipt of s
uch complaint, ap
propriate action
shall be taken in
accordance with t
he provisions of
Section 6. The filing of a complaint shall not preclude
the complainant from pursuing any other remedy available
to him under this or other laws.
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Section
[Appeals]
Decisions
of
the
districts,
the
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
.
a
n
d
the
permit-issuing
authorities
under
the
provisions
of
this
Act
'
-
-----------that
shall
be
subject
to
renew
by
the
[
]
court;
provided,
[an
ap—
peal
is
filed
within
3
0
d
a
ys
f
r
o
m
the
date
o
f
a
n
y
s
uc
h
decision.
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
[Pena/ties,
I
n
j
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
s
a
n
d
O
t
h
e
r
L
e
g
a
l
A
n
i
o
n
s
.
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
6
(a)
A
vi
o
l
a
t
i
o
n
u
n
d
e
r
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
5
o
r
i/o'f't
'
i
s
-
W
c
-
t
-
s
-
h
-
z
i
T
l
-
B
e
3
3
5
1
3
3
7
"
-
-
-
.
m
i
s
d
e
m
e
a
n
o
r
a
n
d
u
p
o
n
c
o
n
v
i
c
t
i
o
n
shall
b
e
subject
to
a
ﬁ
n
e
n
o
t
to
e
x
c
e
e
d
$
5
0
0
o
r
o
n
e
year's
i
m
p
r
i
s
o
n
m
e
n
t
for
e
a
c
h
a
n
d
e
ve
r
y
violation.
E
a
c
h
d
a
y
the
violation
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
s
shall
c
o
n
s
t
i
t
ut
e
a
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
offense.
(b)
T
h
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
p
e
r
m
i
t
-
i
s
s
u
i
n
g
authority,
the
district,
the
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
.
o
r
a
n
y
a
g
g
r
i
e
v
e
d
p
e
r
s
o
n
w
h
o
suffers
d
a
m
a
g
e
o
r
is
likely
to
suffer
d
a
m
a
g
e
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
o
f
a
violation
m
a
y
a
p
p
l
y
to
the
[
]
c
o
u
r
t
for
injunctiye
relief
to
e
n
j
o
i
n
a
violation
o
r
t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
e
d
vi
o
l
a
t
i
o
n
u
n
d
e
r
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
5
o
r
a
/
o
T
'
t
ﬁ
i
'
s
'
K
c
'
t
T
"
'
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
'
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
6
(c)
T
h
e
[
c
o
u
n
t
y
a
t
t
o
r
n
e
y]
shall,
u
p
o
n
r
e
q
ue
s
t
o
f
a
district
o
r
the
p
e
r
m
i
t
-
i
s
s
ui
n
g
authority.
t
a
k
e
legal
a
c
t
i
o
n
to
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
the
p
r
o
v
i
s
i
o
n
s
o
f
this
A
c
t
.
T
h
e
S
t
a
t
e
A
t
t
o
r
n
e
y
G
e
n
e
r
a
l
shall,
u
p
o
n
r
e
q
u
e
s
t
o
f
the
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
.
t
a
k
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
legal
a
c
t
i
o
n
o
n
b
e
h
a
l
f
o
f
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
to
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
the
p
r
o
v
i
s
i
o
n
s
o
f
this
Act.
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